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ATTITUDINAL  VARIARLES  AND  BEHAVIOR:  THREE  EMPIRICAL  STUDIES 


AND  A  THEORETICAL  RE ANALYSIS 

Martin  Fishbein,  leek  Ajzen,  Eva  S.  Landy 
University  of  Illinois 
and 

Lynn  R.  Anderson 
Wayne  State  University 

ABSTRACT 

Three  experiments  attempting  to  predict  overt  behavior  from  attitudinal 
variables  are  described.  In  the  first  two  experiments  an  attempt  was  made  .. ■ 
to  predict  an  individual's  communicative  and  compliance  behaviors  toward  his 
group  members  from  knowledge  of  (a)  his  attitudes  toward  (i.e.,  affect  for) 
the  group  members;  (b)  his  beliefs  about  their  expertness  on  the  group  task: 
and  (c)  his  general  behavioral  intentions  toward  them  (l.e.  Intentions  to 
subordinate  oneself,  intentions  to  show  social  acceptance).  No  consistent, 
and  very  few  significant  relations  between  these  attitudinal  variables  and 
behaviors  were  obtained.  Further,  three  often  proposed  explanations  for 
this  lack  of  relationship  (i.e.,  the  attitude  measure  is  incomplete;  the 
attitude  measure  is  inappropriate;  the  attitude-behavior  relationship  is 
moderated  by  reinforcement)  were  also  not  supported.  Thus,  the  conclusion 
was  reached  that  traditional  attitudinal  approaches  are  ineffective  in 
predicting  overt  behavior.  In  the  third  study,  an  alternative  approach, 
based  on  a  newly-developed  theory  oi  behavioral  intention  and  behavior  was 
attempted.  Consistent  with  the  theory,  an  individual's  specific  intentions 
to  communicate  or  comply  with  the  other  group  members  were  predicted  with 
high  accuracy  from  (o)  the  individual's  attitudes  toward  performing  these 
behaviors  (i.e.,  communi eating  and  complying)  and  (b)  his  beliefs  about 
the  norms  governing  these  behaviors,  weighted  by  his  motivation  to  comply 
with  the  norms.  Overt  behaviors  on  the  task  were  significantly  related  to 
the  specific  intentions,  and  thus,  the  theory  led  to  the  significant  pre¬ 
diction  of  overt  behaviors.  The  degree  of  predictability  was  determined 
by  the  strength  of  the  relationship  between  intentions  and  behavior,  and 
this  latter  relationship  was  Itself  shown  to  be  contingent  upon  the  occur¬ 
rence  of  events  that  took  place  between  the  measurement  of  intentions  end 
the  observation  of  behavior. 
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Martin  Fishbein,  leek  Ajzen,  Eva  Landy 
University  of  Illinois 

and 

Lynn  R.  Anderson 
Wayne  State  University 

Introduction 

Much  research  on  attitudes  seems  to  be  based  on  the  implicit  assumption 
that  increased  knowledge  in  this  area  will  lead  to  better  understanding  and 
prediction  of  behavior.  Unfortunately,  relatively  little  has  been  done  to 
verify  the  postulated  relation  between  attitude  and  behavior. 

Indeed,  as  Festinger,  (1964),  McGuire  (1969),  and  Wicker  (1970)  have 
concluded,  research  directed  at  this  question  (e.g.,  LaPiere,  1934;  Saenger  & 
Gilbert,  1950;  Kutner,  Wilkins  &  Yarrow,  1952;  DeFleur  &  Westie,  1958;  Lynn, 
1965;  etc.)  indicates  that  attitude  has  a  rather  low  relationship  to  actual 
behavior  toward  the  object  of  the  attitude.  Further,  Fishbein  (1967a)  has 
pointed  out  that  "what  little  evidence  there  is  to  support  any  relationship 
between  attitude  and  behavior  comes  from  studies  showing  that  a  person  tends  to 
bring  his  attitude  into  line  with  his  behavior,  rather  than  from  studies 
demonstrating  that  behavior  is  a  function  of  attitude  (e.g.,  Cohen,  1960; 

Gerard,  1965)."  At  least  three  explanations  have  been  offered  for  this 
apparent  lack  of  relationship  between  attitude  and  behavior. 

First,  it  has  been  argued  that  the  inability  to  predict  behavior  frequently 
stems  from  the  failure  to  take  into  account  all  of  the  components  of  attitude. 
This  explanation  has  been  offered  by  the  proponents  of  the  multi -dimensional 
theory  of  attitude  (e.g.,  Rosenberg,  et  al.,  1960;  Triandis,  1964)  which  views 
attitude  as  a  complex  concept  containing  affective,  cognitive,  and  conative 
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components.  By  contrast,  most  uni -dimensional  approaches  define  attitude  as 
affect  alone  and  consider  cognition  (or  beliefs)  and  conation  (or  behavioral 
intentions)  as  separate  but  related  concepts.  Specifically,  beliefs  and  behav¬ 
ioral  intentions  are  viewed  as  the  determinants  or  the  consequents  of  attitude 
(Fishbein,  1964).  Indeed,  there  is  considerable  evidence  showing  that  the 
three  attitude  components  are  highly  intercorrelated.  The  research  of 
Rosenberg  (1956,  1965),  Zajonc  (1954),  Fishbein  (1963,  1965a,  1965b)  and 
others  has  demonstrated  that  an  individual's  attitude  (or  affect)  toward  any 
object  is  highly  correlated  with  his  beliefs  about  the  object  (i.e.,  the 
probability  or  improbability  that  the  object  is  related  to  some  ether  object, 
value,  concept  or  goal)  and  the  evaluative  aspects  of  those  beliefs  (i.e., 
the  evaluation  of,  or  attitude  toward,  the  related  concept).  Algebraically, 
this  may  be  expressed  as  follows: 

M 

A  •  Z  B.a 
t”l  1  1 

where:  A  *  attitude  toward  some  object  0; 

B  *  belief  about  0,  i.e.,  the  probability  or  improbability  that  0 
is  related  to  some  other  object  X.; 

a.  -  the  evaluative  aspect  of  B.,  i.e.,  the  respondent's  attitude 
toward  X^; 

N  ■  number  of  beliefs. 

Similarly,  the  results  of  a  series  of  investigations  by  Triandis  and  his  co¬ 
workers  (Triandis  &  Davis,  1965;  Fishbein,  1964,  1967a;  Triandis  et  al.,  1967) 
indicate  that  there  is  also  a  substantial  correlation  between  affect  and  the 
behavioral  component  of  attitude. 

In  spite  of  the  theoretical  differences  between  a  multi -dimensional  and  a 
uni -dimensional  viewpoint,  the  separate  measurement  of  affect,  behavioral 
intentions,  and  beliefs  would  be  desirable  according  to  both  approaches.  In 
the  first  case,  all  three  measures  would  be  considered  as  parts  of  the  subject's 
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attitude  and,  therefore,  necessary  in  an  attempt  to  predict  behavior.  The 
second  approach,  though  regarding  only  affect  as  attitude,  recognizes  the 
possibility  that  specific  behavioral  intentions,  or  beliefs,  might  be  more 
relevant  to  some,  particular  behavior  or  to  a  certain  set  of  conditions  than 
attitude. 

A  second  explanation  of  the  weak  attitude -behavior  relationship  is  that 
attitude  measures  are  not  directed  at  the  appropriate  objects.  This  second 
explanation  was  brought  forth  by  LaPiere  (1934)  in  an  effort  to  account  for 
the  lack  of  relationship  between  his  paper-and-pencil  measure  of  behavioral 
intentions  and  overt  behavior  displayed  toward  an  Oriental  couple.  He 
attributed  this  lack  of  relationship  to  the  fact  that  the  behavior  was  directed 
toward  particular  individuals,  while  the  attitude  was  measured  toward  the  class 
of  "Oriental  couples"  as  a  whole.  Intuitively,  this  explanation  seems 
plausible.  It  seems  that  one  would  not  be  able  to  predict  behavior  toward  a 
specific  Jew  (for  example)  on  the  basis  of  a  subject's  attitude  toward  the 
stimulus  "Jew"  since  the  specific  person  certainly  differs  in  many  respects 
from  the  subject's  stereotype  of  a  Jew  (Kretch,  at  al.,  1962;  Fishbein,  1963). 
Indeed,  in  order  to  achieve  accurate  prediction  of  behavior,  it  would  at 
least  seem  necessary  that  the  attitudinal  and  behavioral  measures  be  directed 
at  the  same  object. 

Finally,  it  har  been  proposed  that  there  is  no  one-to-one  relationship 
between  attitude  and  behavior  and  that  attitudes  may,  therefore,  be  unrelated 
to  any  specific  behavior  (Thurstone,  1931;  Doob,  1947).  According  to  Doob, 
attitude  is  defined  as  a  learned  predisposition  to  respond.  Just  as  a  postive 
or  negative  attitude  is  conditioned  to  certain  stimulus  events,  so  are  overt 
responses  conditioned  to  the  attitude.  In  other  words,  a  person  first  learns 
an  implicit  mediating  reaction  to  a  given  object,  person,  or  situation,  called 
attitude.  He  then  acquires  certain  responses  to  the  mediating  reaction.  Two 


persons  who  hold  the  same  attitude  may  learn  to  behave  differently  toward  the 
object  of  the  attitude,  depending  upon  the  reinforcements  they  receive. 

The  present  paper  is  a  report  of  three  experimental  studies  designed  to 
test  the  validity  of  these  explanations.  In  all  three  studies,  an  attempt  is 
made  to  predict  actual  behavior  from  pencil-and -paper  measures  of  beliefs, 
attitudes,  and  behavioral  intentions.  In  all  cases,  the  paper-and -pencil 
measures  and  the  behavior  are  related  to  the  same  specific  person.  In  addition, 
the  studies  attempt  to  investigate  the  influence  of  social  reinforcement  on  the 
attitude-behavior  relationship.  As  the  results  will  show,  the  present  series  of 
studies  again  indicate  that  traditional  attitudinal  measures  are  not  predictive 
of  overt  behavior.  The  first  two  studies,  using  a  traditional  approach, 
produced  few  significant  relations  between  attitude  and  behavior.  In  contrast, 
the  results  of  the  third  experiment  will  show  that  a  newly  developed  theory  can 
provide  a  more  accurate  basis  for  behavioral  prediction. 

The  Group-Task  Situation 

In  all  three  experiments,  three-person  groups  worked  on  a  task  that  had  a 
joint  goal  requiring  mutual  cooperation  and  communication  among  the  members. 

The  group  task  involved  getting  a  board  (in  the  shape  of  an  equilateral  triangle) 
parallel  to  a  horizontal  surface.  This  apparatus  is  similar  to  the  triangle 
board  previously  used  by  Raven  and  Eachus  (1963)  and  Raven  and  Shaw  (1970).  At 
each  corner,  a  scissor  jack  attaches  the  triangle  board  to  a  horizontal  surface, 
such  that  each  group  member  can  raise  or  lower  his  comer  of  the  board  by 
turning  a  handle  to  the  right  o t  to  the  left.  Fifty-eight  turns  are  necessary 
to  bring  t.ht  corner  from  its  lowest  to  its  highest  position.  In  addition,  a 
carpenter's  spirit  level  is  mounted  on  top  of  the  triangle  board  at  each  of 
the  comers.  Depending  upon  the  positioning  of  this  spirit  level,  each  member 
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can  obtain  some  information  about  the  position  of  the  board  vis  a  vis  a  hori¬ 
zontal  surface.  For  example,  if  the  spirit  levels  are  set  perpendicular  to  the 
individuals'  line  of  sight  and  parallel  to  the  opposite  side  of  the  triangle 
(see  Figure  1)  the  individual  can  tell  whether  each  of  the  other  corners  are 
high  or  low.  It  should  be  noted  that  a  person's  own  spirit  level  will  not  be 
affected  by  his  lowering  or  raising  his  corner  of  the  triangle,  since  the 
spirit  level  is  being  raised  or  lowered  in  its  own  plane.  However,  raising 
or  lowering  his  corner  does  affect  the  spirit  levels  mounted  on  the  other  two 
corners . 

In  this  situation,  then,  it  should  be  clear  that  each  group  member  is 
equally  dependent  upon  his  two  partners  for  "balancing"  his  own  corner.  That 
is,  a  person's  own  behavior  does  not  affect  his  spirit  level  and  he  can  only 
get  his  air-bubble  centered  by  asking  one  or  both  of  his  partners  to  raise  or 
lower  their  corners  of  the  triangle.  Further,  an  individual  accomplishes  the 
same  result  (i.e.,  the  air  bubble  will  move  in  the  same  direction)  whether  he 
asks  one  partner  to  raise  or  the  other  partner  to  lower  his  (i.e.,  the  partner's) 
corner.  Thus,  at  least  in  terms  of  reaching  his  goal  (i.e.,  centering  his  air 
bubble)  it  should  make  no  difference  to  him  which  of  his  two  partners  he 
communicates  with. 

Each  experimental  session  consists  of  a  series  of  trials,  with  each  trial 
consisting  of  the  following: 

(1)  Each  group  member  may  send  one  (and  only  one)  message  to  one  (and  only 
one)  of  the  other  people  in  which  he  may  request  him  to  raise,  lower,  or  hold 
constant  his  corner  of  the  board. 

(2)  After  receiving  the  message  (or  messages),  each  person  may  either  raise 
(make  one  full  turn  of  his  handle  to  the  right),  lower  (make  one  full  turn  of 
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Figure  1 

The  Triangle  Board  Task  -  Bidependent  Condition 
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his  handle  to  the  left),  or  hold  constant  his  comer  of  the  board.  On  any 
trial,  a  person  may  thus  receive  either  0,  1,  or  2  messages. 

Of  particular  interest  are  those  trials  in  which  he  receives  two  messages, 
each  of  which  requests  him  to  perform  a  different  behavior  (i.e.,  one  message 
asks  him  to  raise  his  comer  and  the  other  asks  him  to  lower  his  comer).  Such 
a  situation  is  quite  likely  to  occur  for  the  individual  whose  corner  of  the 
board  is  midway  between  the  other  two  comers.  Figure  1  presents  an  illus¬ 
tration  of  a  triangle-board  situation  and  indicates  the  appropriate  or  "correct" 
messages  that  each  person  should  send  to  his  two  partners.  It  can  be  seen  that 
the  person  at  position  2  is  quite  likely  to  get  conflicting  messages  from  his 
two  coworkers.  It  should  be  recalled  that  in  this  situation,  he  has  no  infor¬ 
mation  about  the  relative  position  of  his  own  comer  and  thus  he  has  no 
objective  basis  for  determining  which  of  the  messages  are  "Correct"  or  which 
(if  either)  of  the  two  he  should  comply  with.  Presumably  then,  his  final 
decision  here,  like  his  decision  with  whom  to  communicate,  should  be  some 
function  of  his  attitudes  (and/or  beliefs  and/or  behavioral  intentions) 
toward  his  two  coworkers. 

Other  variables  in  the  situation  may  be  manipulated  (e.g. ,  different 
interdependence  situations  can  be  created,  the  nature  of  intra-group  cooperation 
or  competition  can  be  varied);  these  variables  will  be  considered  in  reference 
to  the  particular  experiments.  Thus,  let  us  now  turn  to  the  firrt  experiment. 

EXPERIMENT  1 

The  first  study  on  the  triangle  board  was  designed  to  explore  the  relation¬ 
ship  between  attitude  and  behavior  and  to  test  the  validity  of  the  various 
explanations  offered  for  the  lack  of  relation  that  has  been  obtained  in  previous 
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studies.  More  specifically,  we  wished  to  investigate  the  degree  to  which  an 
individual's  attitudes  toward  his  two  coworkers  was  predictive  of  his  comrm’nica- 
tive  and  compliance  behaviors  with  respect  to  them.  In  order  to  insure  that  the 
individual  would  have-  differential  attitudes  toward  his  coworkers,  two  of  the 
three  group  members  were  actually  confederates  of  the  experimenter.  As  will  be 
seen  below,  the  use  of  confederates  not  only  enables  the  establishment  of 
differential  attitudes,  but  it  also  allows  for  the  control  of  "social 
reinforcement"  given  the  subject  by  his  partners. 

Attempts  were  made  to  take  into  account  the  three  explanations  offered 
for  the  lack  of  an  attitude-behavior  relationship,  namely: 

1.  The  measure  of  attitude  is  incomplete; 

2.  The  measure  of  attitude  is  inappropriate;  and 

3.  The  attitude-behavior  relationship  is  moderated  by  the  nature  of  the 
reinforcement  an  individual  receives  upon  performing  a  given  behavior. 

Following  the  first  explanation,  separate  measures  of  the  subject's 
beliefs  (cognition)  about  and  behavioral  intentions  (conation)  toward  each  of 
his  coworkers  were  obtained  in  addition  to  the  move  traditional  measures  of 
attitudes  (effect)  toward  »<jch  coworlcer.  Indeed,  in  order  to  maximise  the 
possible  contribution  to  behavioral  prediction  by  these  three  measures,  an 
attempt  was  made  to  create  a  situation  where  liking  one's  partner  (effect) 
would  not  necessarily  be  related  tc  beliefs  concerning  the  partner's 
expertness  (cognition)  or  to  behavioral  intenticns  (conation)  toward  that 
partner. 

In  accordance  with  the  second  exploration,  tie  above  measures  were  taken 
with  respect  to  the  specific  individuals  the  subject  would  be  working  with 
(l.e.,  her  two  partners— the  confederates),  rather  than  toward  e  class  of 
persons  (e.g.,  "an  undergraduate,  female  psychology  student"). 
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Finally,  in  order  to  incorporate  the  third  explanation,  two  conditions 
were  introduced: 

1.  A  Feedback  condition --where  each  subject  could  tell  whether  her  part* 
ners  (i.e. ,  the  confederates)  had  complied  with  her  instructions;  and 

2.  A  l.o-Feedback  condition — where  the  subject  was  unable  to  accurately 
determine  whether  her  partners  had  complied  with  her  instructions. 

If  Doob's  learning  theory  analysis  is  valid,  one  would  expect  that  the 
number  of  messages  a  subject  sends  to  a  given  confederate  (or  coworker)  will 
be  related  to  the  number  of  times  the  confederate  reinforces  the  subject  by 
complying  with  her  instructions.  That  is,  irrespective  of  a  subject's 
attitude  toward  a  confederate,  the  more  the  confederate  complies  with  the 
subject's  instructions,  the  more  the  subject  would  communicate  to  the 
confederate.  Similarly,  the  less  the  confederste  complies  with  the  subject's 
instructions  (i.e.,  the  more  the  confederate  negatively  reinforces  the  subject) 
the  less  the  subject  should  communicate  to  the  confederate.  Thus,  in  a 
situation  in  which  s  confederste  is  not  complying,  and  the  subject  knows  that 
the  confederste  is  not  complying,  we  would  expect  to  find  little  relationship 
between  attitude  end  behavior.  However,  if  the  subject  has  no  basis  for 
judging  the  confederate's  compliance  behavior,  we  would  expect  to  find  s 
strong  attitude-behavior  relationship.  Thus,  it  can  be  hypothesised  that, 
while  behaviors  will  be  related  to  attitude  in  the  Ho-Feedback  condition, 
these  sane  behaviors  will  be  a  function  of  aocial  reinforcement  in  the 
Feedback  condition. 

TO  eusmarlte  briefly,  the  purpoee  of  the  first  study  was  threefold: 

1.  To  investigate  the  relations  hi  pa  between  the  three  attitudlnal  compon¬ 
ents  (i.e.,  beliefs,  stti tubes,  and  behavioral  intention#)  and  to  test  the 
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hypothesis  that  batter  prediction  of  bahavlor  will  bo  obtained  frow  e  conald- 
eretion  of  ell  three  variables  than  frow  a  consideration  of  attitude  (affect) 
alone; 

2.  To  investigate  the  relationship  bstesen  attitude  and  behavior  whan 
"appropriate**  (l.o.,  person -specific)  ■assures  of  attitude  are  obtained;  and 

3.  TO  test  the  hypothesis  that  the  attitude-behavior  relationship  is 
■oderatad  by  social  relnf or cowant. 

In  addition,  the  effects  of  the  group-task  situation  on  attitudes  were 
investigated.  Two  questions  ware  of  relevwtce  here;  1)  Do  the  confederates' 
behaviors  on  the  teak  influence  the  subject's  poet-teak  ratings  of  thaw? 

2)  Does  the  subject's  own  behavior  on  the  teak  influence  her  subsequent  ratings 
of  the  confederates? 

Regarding  the  latter,  several  investigators  (e.g.,  Oarard,  1963;  Brahe  A 
Cohan,  19A2|  PWstinger,  195?)  have  suggested  that  once  a  person  cesnits  hi weal f 
by  behaving  toward  another  person  in  e  specific  wanner,  he  engages  in  ^cognitive 
bolstering"  ef  the  behavior  by  changing  his  evaluation  of  the  ether  person  and 
thus  reducing  the  dissonance  prswhsd  by  the  behavioral  cenwittwent.  Zn  the 
present  study,  the  subject  has  the  option  of  ceewitting  herself  to  one  ef  the 
confederates  by  cooperating  with  her  an  the  task.  Zt  is  therefore  feasible  to 
look  for  evidence  ef  copvltlve  bolstering  in  the  subject's  pest-task  ratings 
of  the  confederates. 


Apparatus 

Zn  this  study,  as  in  the  ethers,  the  basic  apparatus  was  the  previously 
described  triangle-board,  constructed  in  such  a  wanner  that  a  wooden  partition 
prevented  the  participants  frow  seeing  one  another  or  the  ether  washers'  spirit 
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levels.  At  ths  start  of  tho  experiment,  tho  board  was  pi  scad  in  a  standard 
position  with  ona  com or  high,  ono  low,  and  ena  in  tho  middle.  The  naive 
subject,  called  member  "C",  was  alwoys  placed  at  comer  2  in  the  middle 
position.  Hamber  "A"  was  always  at  comer  3,  the  low  position,  and  member 
"B"  ws  always  at  comer  1,  the  high  position.  Thus,  in  order  to  balance 
her  own  spirit  level,  the  naive  subject  should  always  request  member  "A" 
to  raise  her  -tomer  (turn  right)  and/or  member  "B"  to  lower  her  comer 
(turn  left). 

**>!«*• 

Sixty  undergraduate  females  participated  in  the  experiment  as  part  of 
their  requirements  for  the  introductory  psychology  course.  Each  subject 
was  assigned  to  work  with  two  other  undergraduate  females  who  were  actually 


four  upper -division  (l.e.,  Junior  or  Senior)  females  were  paid  to  serve 
as  confederates  in  the  experiment.  Two  of  the  four  took  part  in  each 
experimental  session.  While  they  both  pretended  to  be  introductory  psycho¬ 
logy  students,  ona  pretended  to  be  an  "Depart”  ard  one  a  "Non-Expert”  on 
the  experimental  task.  Each  confederate  was  assigned  to  each  role  in  half 
of  h-r  sessions.* 


The  subjects  reported  to  the  experimenter’s 


office  where  one  confederate  was  waiting.  The  naive  subject  was  introduced 


to  the  confederate  and  told  that  a  third  subject  also  was  scheduled  for  the 
experiment  and,  hopefully,  would  be  along  at  any  minute.  While  the  ix; wri¬ 


ter  busied  himeelf  at  hie  desk,  the  confederate  began  dis  .ussing  with  tha 
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naive  subject  their  backgrounds  and  interests  in  psychology  and  psycho¬ 
logical  experiments.  This  confederate  was  trained  to  take  the  role  of  an 
Expert  in  that  she  expressed  a  strong  interest  in  psychology  and  indicated 
she  was  a  psychology  major  who  had  participated  in  a  great  many  psycho¬ 
logical  experiments.  She  further  indicated  that  she  always  had  found  these 
experiments  extremely  simple  and  always  had  done  extremely  well  in  then. 

In  addition  to  establishing  herself  as  somewhat  of  an  expert  or  authority , 
this  confederate  was  also  trained  to  be  aloof,  unfriendly,  and  rather 
perturbed  with  the  second  confederate  who,  as  instructed,  was  now  some 
minutes  late  for  the  experiment.  When  the  second  confederate  did  arrive, 
she  was  introduced  to  the  two  other  members  and  was  immediately  reprimanded 
by  the  Expert  confederate  for  delaying  the  experiment  and  wasting  their  time. 

Ir.  contrast  to  the  Expert  confederate,  the  second  confederate  was 
instructed  to  identify  herself  as  a  novice  or  Non-Expert  regarding 
psychology  end  psychological  experiments.  She  mentioned  to  the  other  members 
that  she  was  not  a  psychology  major,  had  never  participated  in  any  type  of 
psychological  experiment,  and  was  quite  certain  that  some  type  of  esoteric 
probing  of  her  personality  would  be  made  in  the  present  experiment.  While 
expressing  this  trepidotion  over  the  experiment,  she  was,  at  the  same  time, 
extremely  friendly  and  cordial  to  the  other  members. 

After  the  initial  discussion  among  the  subjects,  the  experimenter  took 
the  group  to  another  room  where  the  triangle  board  was  located.  The  experi¬ 
ment  was  presented  as  a  study  of  group  cooperation  and  communication,  and 
as  the  experimenter  began  to  explain  the  actual  operation  of  the  triangle 
board,  the  Expert  confederate  mentioned  that  she  was  quite  familiar  with 
this  apparatus  from  previous  psychological  experiments  and  from  her  reading 
of  the  psychological  literature.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Non -Expert  confederate 
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expressed  total  bewilderment  with  the  operation  of  the  board.  She  would 
often  interrupt  the  experimenter's  instructions  with  repetitive  questions 
which  were  immediately  answered  in  a  somewhat  hostile  and  impatient  manner 
by  the  Expert  confederate.  After  giving  the  complete  instructions ,  the 
experimenter  indicated  that  he  had  "accidentally"  left  some  questionnaires 
in  his  office  which  he  would  like  the  subjects  to  complete  before  they  began 
working  on  the  triangle  board.  The  subjects  were  told  that  they  could 
"try  out"  or  experiment  with  the  board  and  perhaps  answer  each  other's 
questions  while  he  returned  to  his  office  for  the  questionnaires. 

The  subjects  were  left  alone  for  several  minutes,  during  which  time  the 
role  playing  continued  in  an  attempt  to  establish  more  strongly  the  Expert 
and  Non -Expert  roles  of  the  confederates.  The  Non-Expert  continued  to 
reveal  a  general  confusion  and  a  definite  misunderstanding  of  the  instructions 
concerning  the  operation  of  the  triangle  board.  She  also  expressed  a  some¬ 
what  pessimistic  concern  about  the  possibility  that  their  group  could 
actually  balance  the  board  in  the  alotted  number  of  trials.  Although  some¬ 
what  impatient  with  the  Non-Expert's  inability  to  understand  the  details 
of  the  experiment  and  the  operation  of  the  board,  the  Expert  confederate, 
with  a  great  deal  of  forebearance,  tried  to  clarify  the  experimental 
instructions.  Furthermore,  she  demonstrated  the  mechanics  of  the  board  by 
raising  and  lowering  a  comer  of  the  board  and  pointing  out  the  resulting 
changes  in  the  spirit  levels.  The  Expert  also  indicated  that  she  was  quite 
certain  their  group  could  balance  the  board  if  the  members  would  only 
cooperate  by  following  the  instruct! v-ns  which  they  would  be  sending  to  each 
other  by  means  of  written  messages. 

To  summarize  briefly  then,  one  confederate  played  the  part  of  an  arrogant 
Expert— intelligent,  showing  understanding  and  confidence  with  regard  to  the 
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task  at  hand,  but  unplaasant  and  Impatient  In  relation  to  tha  other 
confadarata.  In  contrast,  tha  sacond  confadarata  playad  tha  role  of  a 
friendly  Non-Expert— she  demonstrated  a  lack  of  understanding  of  the 
triangle  board  os  well  as  a  lack  of  confidence  regarding  psychological 
experiments  in  general,  but  behaved  in  a  pleasant,  non-aggrsealve  fashion* 
These  manipulations  ware  designed  to  create  a  situation  in  which  the 
naive  subject  would  have  differential  beliefs,  attitudes,  and  behavioral 
intentions  toward  the  two  confederates.  Essentially,  on  the  basis  of 
earlier  findings  by  Bales  (1936),  we  were  hoping  to  discriminate  batman 
the  confederate  whom  a  subject  would  like  beet  and  the  one  ahe  would  most 


Pre-test  questionnaire 

Whan  the  experimenter  returned  with  the  questionnaires,  each  amber  wee 
given  a  booklet,  described  as  a  "first  Xnpnteaiens  Test,"  with  the  identifying 
letter  A,  B,  or  c  on  the  cover*  The  naive  lubjeet  was  always  handed  the 
booklet  labeled  Masher  C  while  letters  A  and  B  were  alternated  between  the 
Expert  and  Non-Expert  confederates  from  session  to  session.  Since  essentially 
the  same  questionnaire  was  used  in  til  three  studies,  it  will  be  described 
in  some  detail  harm.  Basically,  this  questionnaire  consisted  of  three  parts! 

1)  *  mgg  £  aacfr  sagvftrqa  (A).  Each  subject  was 

asked  to  rate  each  of  the  two  confederates  on  flshbein  A  Raven's  (lfi2)  a 
scales— five  empirically  determined,  eight-step  bipolar  evaluative  scales 
of  the  Semantic  Differential  fen  (i.e*,  'dee-foolish,  bad  goad,  sick- 
healthy,  dean-dirty,  and  harmful -beneficial). 

2)  a  measure  of  behavioral,  intentions  toward  each  confederate  (■»• 
Subjects  rated  eeeh  of  the  confederates  or.  IS  eight-piece  scales  from 
Trlandis'  (1964)  Behavioral  Differential*  This  instrument  asks  subjects  to 
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indicate  the  degree  to  which  they  "would"  or  "would  not"  engage  in  various 
behaviors  with  a  given  stimulus  person.  Factor  analyses  of  these  ratings 
resulted  in  a  two-factor  structure  and  the  scales  with  high  loadings  on 
these  dimensions  were  used  to  compute  measumsof  intentions.  Kore  speci¬ 
fically,  the  first  factor  was  identified  as  "Social  Acceptance,"  and  was 
defined  by  the  following  scales:  admire  the  ideas,  ask  the  opinion,  invite 
to  dinner,  admire  the  character,  and  accept  as  an  intimate  friend.  The 
second  factor  was  labeled  "Subordination"  and  was  defined  by  the  following: 
be  taught  by,  be  commended  by,  work  for,  and  obey.  Thus,  two  behavioral 
intention  scores  (BDj  and  DO^)  were  obtained  with  respect  to  each 
confederate,  by  summing  across  the  above  mentioned  sets  of  scales. 

3)  A  measure  of  beliefs  about  the  expertness  of  each  confederate  (BE). 
Each  subject  rated  each  confederate  on  three  eight-place  items  that  were 
designed  to  assess  the  degree  to  which  the  subject  believed  each  confederate 
understood  (from  "very  well"  to  "not  at  all")  the  experimental  Instructions 
and  the  operation  of  the  triangle  board.  The  following  three  items  were 
summed  to  provide  the  belief  measure:  "How  well  did  she  understand  (1) 
the  instructions  about  the  experiment,  (2)  how  the  triangle  board  works, 
and  (3)  td*t  the  ‘spirit  level*  was  indicating." 

The  task 

After  the  group  members  had  completed  the  pre-test  questionnaire,  they 
were  seated  at  that  comer  of  the  triangle  board  which  corresponded  to  the 
letter  which  hod  been  written  on  the  cover  of  their  test  booklet.  While  the 
senbers  were  completing  the  questionnaire,  the  trl.ngle  board  was  tilted 
to  the  standard  starting  position.  After  the  subjects  (and  confederates) 
had  been  eeeted,  the  experimenter  told  them  that  he  was  going  to  set  each 
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of  the  spirit  levels  in  a  different  position  and,  in  addition,  was  not 
going  to  tell  any  of  the  members  at  what  position  he  had  set  the  levels  of 
her  partners.  As  previously  mentioned,  the  naive  subject's  level  was  always 
set  parallel  to  the  opposite  side  of  the  board  in  order  to  create  the 
desired  equal  dependence  upon  the  two  confederates. 

The  subjects  were  told  they  would  be  given  a  series  of  28  timed  trials 
to  balance  the  board.  No  communication  was  allowed  apart  from  passing 
mimeographed  notes  on  which  the  subjects  circled  the  word  "left,"  "right," 
or  "hold."  After  passing  their  notes,  the  members  were  given  15  seconds 
to  study  any  notes  they  may  have  received  and  to  decide  in  which  direction 
they  were  going  to  turn.  The  experimenter,  who  timed  each  trial,  informed 
the  subjects  when  the  15  seconds  had  elapsed.  After  making  her  move,  each 
member  wrote  her  message  for  the  next  trial.  All  28  trials  were  timed  in 
a  similar  manner.  The  moves  of  the  three  participants  were  recorded  on  an 
Cater  line -Angus  Multiple  event  Recorder,  which  was  wired  directly  to  the 
handles  of  the  triangle  board. 

The  confederates'  behavior.  For  ecch  of  the  28  trials,  written 
instructions  concerning  communicative  and  compliance  responses  were  prepared 
for  the  two  confederates  and  were  taped  to  the  partitions  in  front  of 
comers  A  and  B  and  out  of  view  of  member  C.  For  each  trial,  each  con¬ 
federate  was  told  what  message  to  send  (i.e.,  turn  left,  turn  right,  or 
hold),  whom  to  send  it  to  and  what  move  to  make  in  those  cases  where  she 
did  or  did  not  receive  a  message  from  the  naive  subject.  The  behavior 
of  the  confederates  was  scheduled  such  that  the  naive  subject  received 
the  some  number  and  types  of  communications  from  each  confederate.  More 
specifically,  each  confederate  sent  16  messages  to  the  naive  subject,  nine 
of  which  asked  her  to  "turn  right"  and  seven  of  which  asked  her  to  "turn  left". 
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On  five  trials  the  subject  received  no  message  from  either  confederate,  on 
12  trials  she  received  one  message,  on  three  trials  she  received  two 
messages  each  requesting  the  same  behavior,  and  on  seven  trials  (every  4th 
trial),  she  received  two  conflicting  notes  (one  confederate  requested  her 
to  turn  left  and  the  other  requested  her  to  turn  right).  It  is  on  these 
latter  conflict  trials  that  the  compliance  behavior  of  the  naive  subject 
is  of  most  interest.  Because  the  setting  of  her  own  spirit  level  provided 
no  information  about  the  relative  height  of  her  own  comer,  the  naive 
subject's  decision  as  to  whose  instruction  she  would  comply  with  should 
have  been  based  mainly  on  her  beliefs,  attitudes  and  behavioral  intentions 
toward  the  confederates  themselves. 

In  addition,  the  behavior  of  the  confederates  was  also  scheduled  so  that 
the  naive  subject  was  complied  with  (reinforced)  by  the  confederates  on  12 
of  the  trials  and  not  complied  with  on  the  remaining  16  trials.  This 
scheduling  of  the  confederates'  behavior  means  that  all  60  subjects  were 
complied  with  an  equal  number  of  times  on  the  28  trials.  However,  each 
subject  was  differentially  complied  with  (i.e.,  reinforced)  by  the  Expert 
and  Non-Expert  depending  upon  which  confederate  had  received  her  message  on 
any  given  trial.  On  those  trials  where  the  confederate  received  no 
communication  from  the  naive  subject,  the  schedule  was  such  ;hat  half  the 
time  she  turned  left  and  half  the  time  she  turned  right. 

In  general  then,  it  can  be  seen  that  an  attempt  was  made  to  program  the 
confederates'  behavior  such  that  they  behaved  identically  over  the  28  trials. 
In  half  of  the  groups,  the  Expert  confederate  was  assigned  to  corner  1  and 
in  the  other  half  she  was  assigned  comer  3. 

The  Feedback  manipulation.  Because  the  compliance  behavior  of  the 
confederates  can  be  seen  as  a  form  of  social  reinforcement,  it  was  predicted 
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th  it  the  perception  of  the  confederates'  behavior  would  have  a  strong 
interaction  with  attitudes  in  determining  the  subsequent  communicative  and 
conpl^i.nce  behaviors  of  the  naive  subject.  Hence,  an  experimental  feedback 
rvmi puintion  was  instigated  in  half  of  the  groups.  In  the  Feedback  condition 
each  of  the  three  group  members  made  her  turn  on  the  triangle  board  in 
succession,  with  member  A  turning  first,  then  member  B,  and  finally  our 
naive  subject,  member  C.  By  watching  the  changes  on  her  own  spirit  level 
as  each  of  the  confederates  made  their  moves,  the  subjects  in  the  Feedback 
condition  should  have  been  able  to  determine  if  their  notes  had  been  com¬ 
plied  with.  In  the  No-Feedback  condition  all  three  members  turned  their 
handles  simultaneously  and,  hence,  the  naive  subject  should  have  been  less 
able  to  determine  if  there  had  been  compliance.  Attitudes  should  have  had 
their  greatest  impact  in  this  No-Feedback  condition  where  the  naive  subject 
could  not  accurately  determine  if  the  other  members  were  indeed  complying  with 
her  instructions  to  them.  On  the  other  hand,  social  reinforcement  (perception 
cf  the  compliance  behavior  of  the  confederates)  should  have  had  a  more 
pronounced  effect  in  the  Feedback  condition. 

Pnst-test  questionnaire.  After  completing  the  28  trials,  the  subjects 
agr'.n  described  each  other  on  the  Behavioral  Differential  scales,  the  evalu¬ 
ative  A  Scries,  and  the  three  expertness  items  used  in  the  pre-test  question¬ 
naire.  In  addition,  the  subject  estimated  (a)  the  number  of  messages  she  sent 
to  each  Ci  federate  and  (b)  the  number  of  times  each  of  the  confederates 
complied  with  her. 

Results  and  Discussion 

The  presentation  of  results  is  divided  into  four  sections.  Section  A 
considers  the  effectiveness  of  the  role-playing  and  feedback  manipulations. 

In  Section  B,  analyses  of  variance  are  reported  that  check  the  effect  of  the 
experimental  manipulations  on  communicative  and  compliance  behaviors.  Section 
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C  presents  the  correlations  between  pre-test  beliefs,  Attitudes,  and 
behavioral  intentions  toward  the  confederates  and  behavior  tilth  respect  to 
then.  Finally,  Section  D  deals  with  the  effect  of  the  group  task  situation 
on  post-test  beliefs,  attitudes,  and  behavioral  intentions,  and  in  addition 
presents  the  correlations  between  the  subject’s  own  behavior  on  the  task 
and  her  post-test  ratings  of  ti.'?  confederates. 

A.  A  check  on  the  experimental  manipulations 

The  purpose  of  the  role  playing  was  to  establish  differential  beliefs, 
attitudes,  and  behavioral  intentions  toward  the  two  confederates.  As 
described  above,  separate  Measures  were  obtained  of  the  naive  subject's 
attitudes  toward  each  confederate  (A),  her  beliefs  about  their  expertness 
(BE),  and  her  intentions  to  socially  accept  (BDj)  and  to  subordinate 
herself  (BD^)  to  then.  The  Intercorrelation  of  these  eight  neusurea 
(four  with  regard  to  each  confederate)  are  presented  in  T<  ble  1. 

Table  1  has  been  set  up  as  a  multltrait-multlmethod  Matrix  ( Campbell  & 
Fiske,  1959)  tilth  the  four  attltudinal  measures  serving  as  •methods"  and 
the  two  confederates  serving  as  "traits."  The  intercorrelations  demon¬ 
strate  a  high  degree  of  convergent  end  discriminant  validity,  indicating 
that,  among  other  things,  the  role-ploying  manipulation  did  serve  to 
establish  two  distinctly  different  types  of  coworkers.  That  is,  looking  at 
the  pre-test  section  of  the  matrix  only,  it  can  be  seen  that  ratings  of  the 
Expert  and  Non-Expert  confederates  were  relatively  independent  of  one  another. 
Further,  it  can  be  seen  that  perhaps  with  the  exception  of  intention  to  show 
social  acceptance  (which  was  highly  correlated  with  attitude  end  intention 
to  subordinate)  none  of  the  other  measures  of  beliefs,  attitudes  and 
behavioral  intentions  were  highly  enough  intereorrelated  to  Justify  omitting 
them  when  attempting  to  predict  behavior. 


-nuroJ  !0J  •  ii  —  dio; 
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«nd  io«t -Test  ZnUKorrtl«tl«u  of  Subjects*  Attitudes  (A),  ttahivlinl  Intentions 
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It  will  be  recti. el  th*t  tn  attempt  was  iwde  to  create  e  situation  where 
the  subject  wo. Id  like  one  confederate  rare  then  the  other,  but  would  per* 
celve  the  le&s -liked  confederate  ae  nor*  of  ar  Expert  on  the  task.  In 
addition,  given  the  two  dimension*  of  behavioral  Intentions,  the  subject  was 
expected  to  show  higher  Intentions  to  socially  accept  ard  lexer  Intentions 
to  subordinate  herself  to  the  friendly,  Kon-Drpert  than  to  the  aloof  expert. 
The  oean  ratings  of  the  two  confederates  on  the  four  re.rurene  t  instruments 
ere  presented  In  Table  2.  Although  the  role-playing  Manipulation  was  highly 
successful  in  establishing  one  confederate  es  an  Expert  and  the  other  as  a 
Ken -Ex  pert,  there  were  no  significant  differences  in  the  subject's  attitudes 
or  behavioral  Intentions  toward  the  two  confederate#. 

Thus,  while  the  role-playing  Manipulation  was  not  conpletely  successful 
in  producing  statistically  significant  differential  attitudes  end  behavioral 
intentions  toward  the  two  confederates,  it  did  create  a  situation  where 
beliefs,  attitudes,  and  behavioral  intentions  could  ell  contribute 
independently  toward  behavioral  prediction. 

Xn  order  to  check  the  effectiveness  of  the  feedback  Manipulation,  an 
analysis  of  variance  of  the  actual  end  perceived  percent  compliance  of  the 
confederates  in  the  two  feedback  conditions  was  performed.  The  Manipulation 
was  designed  to  allow  the  subject  to  accurately  perceive  the  confederates* 
behaviors  in  the  feedback  condition,  but  not  in  the  Wo*feedJsck  condition. 

Zt  wet  also  expected  that  in  this  letter  condition  subjects  would  tend  to 
overestimate  the  Expert's  compliance  behavior  and  underestimate  the  : Non¬ 
expert's  compliance  behavior.  Only  the  main  effect  of  "actual -vs -perceived’ 
was  significant.  Xn  ell  cases,  the  subjects  overeat! sated  the  compliance 
oehavior  of  both  confederate#.  Contrary  to  expectations,  there  were  no 
significant  differences  between  conditions  or  between  confederates  and  the 
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threa-wsy  interaction  was  also  not  significant.  Thus,  it  appears  that  tha 
manipulation  cf  feedback  was  not  successful. 

D.  tha  affact  of  tha  experimental  manipulations  on  tha  cub  1  set's  behavior 

Various  analyses  ware  performed  to  check  whether  tl«  subjects  behaved 
differently  toward  tha  Depart  than  toward  the  Ken -Expert,  and  to  determine 
tha  affact  >f  feedback  on  the  subject's  oehevior.  as  mentioned  before,  tha 
behavioral  Measures  in  this  study  ware  provided  by  tha  subject's  compliance 
and  communicative  behaviors.  The  number  of  times  tha  subject  complied  with 
each  confederate  (a)  over  all  trials  and  (b)  on  conflict  trials  only, 
constituted  two  measures,  and  tha  number  of  Messages  she  sent  to  each 
confederate  was  s  third. 

It  was  found  that  tha  initial  tendency  was  both  to  write  to  the  Expert 
and  to  comply  with  her.  Out  of  tha  60  subjects,  38  (63.3%)  wrote  their  first 
message  to  the  f  pert  end  22  (36.7%)  to  the  Non-Expert  (Z  •  1.99,  p  •  .052). 
With  respect  to  compliance,  11  subjects  (18.3%)  "held"  on  the  first 
conflict  trial.  Of  the  remaining  49,  36  (60%)  complied  with  the  Expert  and 
13  (21.7%)  complied  with  the  Non-Expert  (Z  •  3.29,  p  e.001). 

Over  all  28  trials,  an  average  of  13.53  messages  ware  sent  to  the  Expert 
and  14.47  to  tha  Non-Expert  (non -significant  dlf  'erence).  rinilarly,  over 
the  28  trials,  the  Expert  was  complied  with  an  average  of  11.53  tiros  while 
the  Hen-Expert  was  complied  with  10.87  Urns  (not  significant).  Whan  only 
tha  7  conflict  trials  were  considered,  s  similar  picture  emerged— the 
Expert  was  complied  with  3.22  times  and  tha  Non-Expert  2.60  times  (non¬ 
significant  difference).  Thus,  although  a  subject's  initial  tendency  was 
to  coamunicate  and  to  comply  with  tha  Expert,  over  the  whole  28  trials  the 
subject  did  not  behave  differentially  toward  tha  two  confederates. 
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In  order  to  assess  the  effect  of  the  feedback  manipulation  on  the 
subject's  behavior,  five  two-way  analyses  of  variance  were  conducted  where 
(a)  the  two  feedback  conditions  and  (b)  the  Expert's  position  (either 
corner  1  or  comer  2)  served  as  main  effects.  The  dependent  variables  in 
these  analyses  were: 

1.  Number  of  messages  to  the  Expert  confederate  (since  the  subject 
had  to  write  one  message  on  each  trial,  the  number  of  messages 
to  the  Non-Expert  equaled  28  minus  the  number  of  messages  to  the 
Expert); 

2.  The  number  of  times  the  subject  complied  with  the  Expert  minus  the 
number  of  times  she  complied  with  the  Non-Expert  over  all  28  trials 
(compliance  with  the  two  confederates  does  not  sum  up  to  28  for 
every  subject  since  (a)  there  were  five  trials  on  which  the  subject 
received  no  message  and  (b)  some  subjects  chose  to  "hold"  an 
certain  trials); 

3.  The  number  of  times  the  subject  complied  with  the  Expert  minus 
the  number  of  times  she  complied  with  the  Non-Expert  on  the  7 
conflict  trials; 

4.  The  number  of  times  the  subject  "held"  (i.e.,  did  not  make  a  move);  and 

5.  The  number  of  "wrong'  messages  the  subject  sent  (it  was  observed  that 
some  subjects  on  one  or  more  trials,  sent  incorrect  instructions 

to  the  confederates.  For  example,  the  subject  asked  a  confederate 
to  "turn  right"  when,  on  the  basis  of  her  spirit  level,  she  should 
have  asked  her  to  "turn  left.") 

Neither  the  main  effects  nor  their  interactions  were  significant  in  any 
of  the  five  analyses.  While  significant  position  effects  were  not  expected, 
we  did  expect  significant  feedback  effects.  The  failure  to  confirm  the 
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prediction  is  consistent  with  the  earlier  finding  that  the  feedback  mani¬ 
pulation  was  unsuccessful.  Tlierefore,  for  the  remainder  of  Experiment  I, 

4 

the  data  from  the  two  feedback  conditions  have  been  combined. 

C.  The  correlational  prediction  of  behavior  from  attitudes,  beliefs,  and 
behavioral  intentions 

A  traditional  attitudinal  approach  would  predict  a  significant  relation¬ 
ship  between  a  given  subject* s  beliefs  about t  attitudes  toward,  and 
behavioral  intentions  with  respect  to  a  given  confederate  and  her  behavior 
toward  that  confederate.  In  order  to  test  this  hypothesis,  correlations 
between  the  four  pre-test  ratings  of  the  confederates  (A,  BE,  BD^  end  BD^) 
and  behaviors  toward  them  (i.e.,  number  of  messages  sent,  number  of 
compliances  on  all  trials,  and  number  of  compliances  on  the  conflict  trials) 
were  computed.  All  24  correlation  coefficients  (12  with  respect  to  each 
confederate)  were  non -significant. 

Ajsen  and  Fishbein  (1969),  however,  hove  pointed  out  that  attitude 
research  often  neglects  the  fact  that  an  individual  usually  has  a  choice 
between  alternative  acts.  They  demonstrated  that  predictions  of  choice 
behavior  improved  when  estimates  of  attitudes  toward  each  of  the  available 
alternatives  were  taken  into  consideration.  In  the  present  study,  it  is 
quite  conceivable  that  difference  scores  would  improve  prediction  since 
much  of  a  subject's  behavior  toward  the  confederates  is  complementary.  That 
is,  even  if  a  subject  has  positive  attitudes  toward  both  confederates,  she 
can  only  write  to  one  of  them  on  each  trial.  Similarly,  she  can  only  comply 
with  one  of  the  confederates  on  each  conflict  trial.  Since  the  subject  is 
forced  to  make  a  choice  between  the  two  confederates,  it  seems  likely  that 
it  will  be  the  differences  in  her  beliefs,  attitudes,  and  behavioral 
intentions  toward  them,  rather  than  the  absolute  values  of  these  variables. 


23 


tfvit  will  influence  her  behavior.  Thus,  for  the  'em&lnder  of  this  paper, 
only  difference  scores  will  be  reported.  Table  3  presents  the  correlations 
^ tween  differences  in  the  subject* s  attltudinal  ratings  of  the  confederates 
(Expert -Non -Expert)  and  differences  in  her  behavior  toward  then. 

Looking  at  Table  3  it  can  be  seen  that  using  difference  scores  did  not 
improve  prediction  (none  of  the  12  correlations  was  statistically  significant). 

Even  though  the  separate  measures  of  beliefs,  attitudes,  ard  behavioral 
intentions  were  not  significantly  related  to  behavior,  it  is  possible  that 
simultaneous  consideration  of  all  four  measures  would  result  In  behavioral 
prediction.  Indeed,  this  is  precisely  the  argument  offered  by  multi¬ 
dimensional  theorists.  In  order  to  test  this  notion,  multiple  correlations 
were  computed.  There  multiple  correletio ns  are  also  given  in  Table  3.  None 
of  the  3  multiple  corrections  reached  statistical  significance.  Thus, 
the  results  Indicate  that  in  the  present  study,  neither  attitudes,  nor 
beliefs,  nor  behavioral  intentions  were  consistently  related  to  behavior  end 
further  that  the  aimulteneoue  consideration  of  those  varlablee  did  not 
improve  behavioral  prediction. 

While  these  findings  arc  quite  discouraging  from  an  attitudinal  point 
of  view,  they  are  not  entirely  unexpected  from  Doob's  behavior  theory 
explanation  of  tha  attitude-behavior  relationship.  According  to  Ooob,  an 
attituda-behavior  relationship  will  only  obtain  if  the  behavior  following 
from  the  attitude  la  pcaitively  reinforced.  More  specifically,  e  subject 
should  send  her  messages  to  the  confederate  who  reinforces  this  communi¬ 
cative  behavior  by  complying  with  her  instruction.  Similarly,  it  is  oxpocted 
that  a  subject  is  more  likely  to  comply  with  the  confederate  who  complies 
with  her.  In  order  to  teat  those  notions,  correlations  botwoon  the  subject's 
own  behavior  and  the  actual  and  perceived  percent  of  compliance  by  the 
confederates  ware  calculated.  Cnee  again  difference  scores  were  used. 
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Contrary  to  Dool's  betavior  theor/  explanation,  there  were  no  significant 
relationships  between  the  subject's  behaviors  aixl  the  actual  or  perceived 
rercent  of  compliance  by  the  confederates. 

To  susnarize  briefly  then,  the  results  of  the  correlational  prediction 
of  behavior  were  quite  negative.  First,  a  subject's  beliefs,  attitudes,  and 
behavioral  intentions  toward  the  two  confederates  were  unrelated  to  the 
subject's  behavior  vis  a  vis  the  confederates.  Further,  in  contrast  to  what 
was  expected  from  a  behavior  theory  viewpoint,  the  subject's  behavior  was 
r.ot  related  to  the  confederates'  actual  compliance  behavior  or  the  subject's 
perception  of  that  behavior. 

D.  The  effect  of  the  task  on  beliefs,  attitudes,  and  behavioral  intentions. 

To  determine  whether  the  subject  rated  the  two  confederates  differently 
after  the  task  than  before,  t-tests  between  the  pee-  and  post-test  ratings 
of  each  confederate  on  each  attitudinal  variable  (i.e. ,  A,  BE,  BD^,  and 
00^)  were  computed.  The  results  showed  that  a  subject  tended  to  perceive 
the  Expert  as  less  of  an  expert  after  the  task  than  she  did  initially 
(tjg  •  2.540;  p  < . 05 ) ,  and  that  she  increased  her  intentions  to  show 
subordination  to  the  f  ton -Ex pert  (t^  ■  -2.135,  p  <.05).  None  of  the  other 
differences  were  significant. 

In  order  to  assess  whether  changes  in  the  attitudinal  ratings  of  the 
confederates  (i.e.,  A,  BE,  BDj  and  BDq)  were  related  to  the  confederates' 
behaviors  on  the  task,  correlations  between  the  confederates'  actual  and 
perceived  percent  compliance  and  the  pre  to  poet-test  changes  in  the  sub¬ 
ject's  attitudinal  ratings  were  computed.5  Only  the  change  in  expertness 
ratings  of  the  Non -Expert  was  significantly  related  to  the  Non-Expert's 
compliance  behavior  (r  ■  .276,  p  <.05  for  actual  and  .342,  p  <.01  for 
perceived  c<*vliance).  That  is,  the  higher  the  proportion  of  compliances 
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by  the  Non -Expert,  the  more  the  subject  tended  to  increase  her  expertness 
ratings  of  this  confederate. 

On  the  basis  of  previous  research  by  Gerard  (1965)  and  others,  it  was 
hypothesized  that  the  subjects  may  engage  in  some  form  of  "cognitive 
bolstering.”  That  is,  the  subjects  may  bring  their  beliefs,  attitudes,  and 
behavioral  intentions  into  line  with  their  behaviors.  In  order  to  test  this 
notion,  correlations  between  the  subject's  communicative  and  compliance 
behaviors  toward  the  two  confederates  during  the  task  and  the  pre-  to 
post-test  changes  in  her  attitudinal  ratings  of  the  confederates  were 
computed.  Only  the  change  in  the  expertness  rating  of  the  Expert  confederate 
(which  previously  was  found  to  be  significant)  was  related  to  the  subject's 
own  compliance  behavior.  The  less  the  subject  complied  with  the  Expert, 
the  more  she  changed  her  expertness  rating  in  an  unfavorable  direction 
(r  -  .254,  p  <.05).  Thus,  there  is  only  limited  support  for  a  cognitive 
bolstering  effect. 

Since  some  changes  in  the  subject's  ratings  of  the  confederates  during 
the  course  of  the  experimental  task  were  found,  it  might  be  interesting  to 
examine  the  degree  to  which  the  post-test  attitudinal  measures  could  be 
used  to pcstdict the  subject's  behaviors.  The  correlations  between  the 
post-test  ratings  and  the  subject's  preceding  behaviors  are  given  in 
Table  4.  It  is  obvious  that,  overall,  there  was  little  evidence  to  support 
(a)  an  attitude-behavior  relationship  (none  of  the  12  correlations  presented 
reached  statistical  significance)  and  (b)  the  argument  that  the  consideration 
of  cognition  (belief)  and  conation  (behavioral  intention)  in  addition  to 
affect  (attitude)  would  improve  behavioral  prediction.  None  of  the 
multiple  correlations  of  these  variables  on  the  task  behaviors  were 
statistically  significant. 
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Table  4 
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Conclusion  of  Experiment  I 


In  general,  the  results  of  this  first  study  were  not  very  encouraging. 

If  anything,  the  results  indicated  that  ottitudinal  variables  were  not 
predictive  of  an  individual's  behaviors.  Knowledge  of  on  individual's  beliefs 
about,  attitudes  toward,  and  behavioral  intentions  with  respect  to  a  given 
stimulus  person  did  not  provide  enough  informa tion-Jto  allow  prediction  of  the 
individual's  behoviors  with  respect  to  that  stimulus  person. 

There  also  appears  to  be  little  support  for  any  of  the  proposed 
explanations  for  the  lack  of  an  attitude-behavior  relationship.  Overall, 
the  results  were  negative,  despite  the  fact  that  (1)  the  attitudinal 
measures  were  person-specific  and  (2)  cognitions  and  conations  were 
assessed  in  addition  to  affect.  Further,  while  the  feedback  manipulation 
was  unsuccessful,  correlational  analyses  did  not  indicate  a  significant 
relationship  between  behavior  and  actual  or  perceived  reinforcement. 

Although  the  attitudinal -type  variables  were  not  significantly  related 
to  the  subject's  behaviors,  there  was  some  evidence  that  the  subject's  own 
behavior  as  well  as  her  perceptions  of  the  confederates'  behaviors  did 
influence  her  post-test  attitudinal  ratings  of  the  confederates.  That  is, 
to  a  certain  extent  at  least,  the  changes  in  the  subject's  beliefs  that 
took  place  during  the  task  were  related  to  her  perceptions  of  the 
confederates'  compliance  behoviors  and  to  her  own  compliance  behavior.  More 
specifically,  the  more  a  subject  perceived  the  No  . -Expert  as  complying, 
the  more  she  rated  her  as  an  expert  and  the  less  a  subject  complied  with 
the  Expert,  the  less  she  believed  that  this  confederate  was  on  expert. 

While  it  may  be  tempting  to  conclude  from  the  present  study  that  none 
of  the  various  explanations  given  for  the  lack  of  an  attitude-behavior 
relationship  a i,*  valid,  there  remains  the  possibility  that  the  negative 
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find  it  #3  a  rvjs  be  due  to  methodological  difficulties.  Three  protlems  ere  of 
particular  imortanee. 

First,  in  trying  to  create  a  situation  in  which  ell  three  attitudinal 
conpo. tents  (i.e.t  affect,  cognition  end  conation)  could  independently  con* 
tribute  to  behavioral  variance,  we  also  created  a  situation  in  which  a 
subject  could  have  ambivalent  feelings  toward  the  two  confederates.  That 
is,  we  attempted  to  create  a  situation  in  which  the  subject  would  have  a 
positive  atttitude  toward  one  confederate,  but  would  also  believe  that  she 
(i.e. ,  the  confederate)  was  not  an  expert  on  the  task.  In  contrast,  tha 
other  confederate  was  supposed  to  be  disliked  and  an  expert  on  the  task. 
While  these  manipulations  were  not  completely  successful,  they  did  se.-ve 
to  create  a  situation  where  beliefs  about  expertness  were  relatively 
independent  of  attitudes.  Thus  a  subject's  beliefs  and  attitudes  could 
have  influenced  her  behaviors  in  different  ways,  and  the  failure  to  find 
an  attitude -behavior  relationship  might  be  due  to  this  lntra-addltudinal 
inconsistency. 

Second,  and  perhaps  more  important,  our  efforts  to  completely  control 
and  counterbalance  the  confederates'  behaviors  may  have  had  undesirable  side 
effects.  That  is,  the  confederates'  message-sending  behavior  was  probably 
porceived  as  "inconsistent,"  "irrational"  and  "erratic,"  since,  as  we  can 
now  see  in  retrospect,  it  indeed  was.  More  specifically,  the  message- 
sending  behavior  of  the  confederates  was  not  task-oriented,  and  in  many 
coses  the  messages  they  sent  were  "incorrect."  Since  the  communicative 
behavior  of  the  confederates  (and  especially  that  of  the  Expert)  was  pro¬ 
bably  inconsistent  with  the  subject's  expectations,  it  may  have  created 
confusion  among  the  subjects.  Some  evidence  for  this  can  be  seen  in  the 
finding  that  subjects  believed  the  Expert  confederate  to  be  less  of  an 
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expert  after  the  task,  and  in  the  Increase  of  the  subject's  Intention  to 
subordinate  herself  to  the  Kon -Expert. 

Finally,  the  lack  of  support  for  Doob'e  behavior  theory  explanation  a/tf 
oe  due  to  the  failure  of  the  feedback  neni "ulation  and  the  consequent  lack 
of  ede*?:ate  control  of  the  social  reinforcement  variable. 

It  thus  appeared  desirable  to  partially  replicate  and  extend  the  first 
study,  taking  into  consideration  the  above  mentioned  methodological 
difficulties. 


experiment  zz 

In  Experiment  H  an  attempt  was  node  to  establish  a  non -ambiguous  set 
of  positive  beliefs,  attitudes  and  behavioral  intentions  toward  one  con¬ 
federate,  and  a  negative  set  of  beliefs,  attitudes,  and  be) .a vl oral  Intentions 
toward  the  other.  Further,  rather  than  having  the  amount  of  reinforcement 
being  contingent  upon  the  subject's  communicative  behavior,  three  reinforce¬ 
ment  conditions  were  established.  The  ratio  of  reinforcement  given  by  each 
confederate  was  predetermined  and  varied  according  to  condition.  Thus,  the 
percent  of  reinforcement  given  by  the  confederates  was  controlled  and  did 
not  depend  on  the  subject's  communicative  behavior.  Finally,  in  contrast  to 
the  first  experiment,  the  confederates'  message-sending  behavior  was  con¬ 
sistent  and  task  oriented.  That  is,  the  confederates  always  sent  "correct" 
messages. 

Method  and  Procedure 

Apparatus  and  Group  Task 

In  all  respects,  the  apparatus  and  the  group  task  in  this  experiment 
was  identical  to  Experiment  I*  The  only  difference  was  that  in  the  present 
experiment  comer  2,  the  naive  subject's  comer,  was  labeled  "A"  rather 


titan  "C  ,  since  It  was  desirable  th  t  she  90  first  (rather  than  last)  on 
each  trial.  However,  in  terns  of  the  set-up  of  the  triangle  board,  the 
rviive  subject  was  in  the  sane  (twiddle)  position  with  one  confederate's 
comer  being  higher  and  the  other  confederate's  corner  being  lower  than 
her  own. 

Subjects 

One  hundred  and  one  female  undergraduates,  enrolled  in  the  introductory 
psychology  course  participated  in  the  ex|«rinent.  For  reasons  to  be 
described  29  of  these  subjects  were  omitted  from  the  analyses,  leaving  a 
total  of  72  subjects. 

Confederates 

Six  female  seniors,  participating  in  a  social  psychology  course,  were 
paid  to  serve  os  confederates  in  the  experiment.  Two  of  the  six  took  part 
in  each  experimental  cession.  While  they  both  pretended  to  be  introductory 
psychology  students,  one  assumed  the  role  of  a  Johnson  supporter;  the 
other  proclaimed  to  be  in  favor  of  Goldwater.*  Each  confederate  was 
assigned  half  of  the  time  to  one  role,  half  of  the  time  to  the  other. 

Procedure 

The  experiment  was  conducted  during  the  last  month  of  the  1964  presiden¬ 
tial  election.  When  the  naive  subject  came  to  the  experimental  room,  she 
found  the  experimenter  and  one  of  the  confederates.  The  two  were  introduced 
and  told  that  a  third  participant  would  be  coning.  The  experimenter  then 
Indicated  that  she  had  to  bring  some  additional  materials  and  left  the  roam. 
In  her  absence,  the  second  confederate  arrived  wearing  a  big  Goldwater 
button.  This  provided  on  excuse  for  the  first  confederate  to  start  a 
political  argument,  identifying  herself  as  a  Johnson  supporter.  An  exchange 
followed,  in  which  some  of  the  "hot"  issues  of  the  campaign  were  brought  up 
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(nuclear  war  in  Viet  Nan,  John  Birch  Society).  If  the  naive  subject  foiled 
to  join  the  discussion  and  to  take  sides,  she  '/as  asked  by  one  of  the 
confederates  what  her  stand  was. 

From  the  moment  the  subject  expressed  her  political  opinion,  there  was 

a  further  development  in  the  role  playing:  the  confederate  on  whose  side 

the  subject  had  identified  herself  attempted  to  appear  agreeable  and 

intelligent;  the  other  confederate  become  aggressive,  unpleasant,  and 

foolish.  She  became  particularly  aggressive  with  respect  to  the  other 

confederate,  attacking  her  and  her  political  views  in  an  extremely  violent 

and  nasty  manner.  (This  was  done  to  provide  a  justification  for  the  lack 

7 

of  cooperation  between  the  confederates  which  was  to  follow.) 

When  the  experimenter  returned  to  the  room,  she  introduced  the  Go Id  water 
supporter  to  the  other  girls  and,  in  the  same  manner  as  was  done  in  Experiment 
I,  she  proceeded  to  explain  the  traingle  board  and  the  experiment  to  the 
participants. 

During  the  explanation,  the  confederate  of  the  same  political  opinion 
as  the  subject  tried  to  establish  herself  as  an  expert  in  regard  to  the 
mechanism  of  the  triangle  board  by  following  the  procedure  established  in 
Experiment  I.  Similarly,  the  confederate  of  the  opposed  political  opinion 
took  the  role  of  the  Non-Expert. 

To  summarize  briefly,  one  confederate  played  the  part  of  a  likeable 
expert  (positive  confederate)  while  the  other  presented  herself  as  on 
unpleasant  non-expert  (negative  confederate).  These  manipulations  were 
designed  to  create  positive  beliefs,  attitudes,  and  behavioral  intentions 
with  respect  to  one  confederate  and  negative  beliefs,  attitudes,  and 
behavioral  intentions  with  respect  to  the  other.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
role-playing  manipulation,  the  group  members  were  asked  to  complete  the 


"First  Impressions  Test"  (i.e.f  the  pre-test  questionnaire) 


Pre-Test  questionnaire 

This  questionnaire  was  identical  to  the  one  used  in  the  previous  study 
with  the  two  following  exceptions. 

1)  One  belief  item  was  added;  i.e.,  with  respect  to  each  confederate, 
each  subject  was  asked  to  indicate,  "How  well  did  she  understand 
what  should  be  done  to  balance  the  triangle  board?",  by  checking 
the  eight-place  semantic  differential  scale  ranging  from  "very  well" 
to  "not  at  all." 

2)  Only  the  11  BD  scales  that  loaded  highest  on  the  first  two 
factors  obtained  in  the  previous  study  were  used. 

Subjects  who  did  not  rate  the  positive  confederate  higher  than  the 
negative  confederate  on  all  three  instruments  (i.e.,  the  A  Scales,  the  BD 
Scales,  and  the  BE  Scales)  were  eliminated  from  the  experiment.  On  the 
basis  of  this  criterion,  18  subjects  were  eliminated.  In  addition,  7 
subjects  were  eliminated  because  of  suspicions  about  the  naivete  of  the 
confederates  and  4  subjects  had  to  be  eliminated  because  of  technical 
difficulties.  Thus,  as  mentioned  above,  a  total  of  72  subjects  were  used 
in  tho  analyses. 

The  task 

Before  the  participants  sat  down  in  their  places,  the  experimenter 
asked  them  to  turn  away  while  she  reset  the  board  in  the  standard  starting 
position.  As  in  Experiment  I,  the  naive  subject  was  always  assigned  to  the 
corner  in  the  middle  position.  The  positive  and  negative  confederates  were 
alternated  between  the  high  and  the  low  comers.  Each  qroup  member  sent 
one  and  only  one  message  on  each  trial.  After  receiving  the  messages,  the 
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subjects  tied  15  seconds  to  read  the  notes  they  had  received  and  to  decide 
on  their  move;  after  which,  one  by  one,  each  member  would  make  her  move 
(one  turn  of  her  handle  either  right  or  left  or  no  move  at  all)  and 
declare  what  she  was  doing.  The  members  made  their  moves  in  succession, 
with  A  starting;  since  the  naive  subject  was  always  Member  A,  she  was  the 
first  to  move  on  each  trial. 

The  confederates*  behavior 

Both  confederates  sent  all  their  notes  to  the  naive  subject.  Their 
instructions  were  always  in  conflict;  if  the  positive  confederate  was 
asking  the  subject  to  go  left,  then  the  negative  confederate  kept  asking 
her  to  go  right,  and  vice  versa.  (The  conflicting  messages  were  actually 
compatible  with  the  way  the  triangle  board  was  set  up;  since  the  naive 
subject's  comer  was  put  in  the  middle,  it  was  too  low  for  one  of  the 
confederates  and  too  high  for  the  other.)  Therefore,  on  each  trial,  unless 
the  subject  chose  to  hold,  she  had  to  decide  whose  instructions  to  follow 
and  whose  to  disobey. 

Regarding  the  confederates'  compliance  with  the  subject's  instructions, 
three  reinforcement  conditions  were  established: 

1)  75%:  the  positive  confederate  reinforced  (i.e.,  complied)  75%, 
and  the  negative  confederate  reinforced  25%; 

2)  50%:  both  confederates  reinforced  50%; 

3)  25%:  the  positive  confederate  reinforced  25%,  the  negative  75%. 

If  the  confederate  was  supposed  to  reinforce  the  subject  75%  of  the 

time,  her  schedule  instructed  her  to  comply  with  the  subject's  messages 
three  times  out  of  four;  the  25%  reinforcer  would  comply  with  one  out  of 
every  four  messages  that  the  subject  sent  her;  and  in  the  50-50%  condition, 
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both  confederates  complied  with  two  out  of  every  four  of  the  subject** 
messages.  The  ordering  of  compliance  within  each  group  of  four  trial a  was 
rare only  determined. 

In  all  reinforcement  conditions,  the  confederates  were  instructed  to 
viry  their  behavior  (i.e.,  go  half  of  the  time  left  and  half  of  the  time 
right)  on  all  trials  on  which  they  did  not  receive  a  message. 

Post-test  Questionnaire 

This  questionnaire  included  all  the  items  contained  in  the  pre-test 
questionnaire,  plus  items  concerning  the  subject's  perceptions  of  the 
confederates'  compliance  behaviors,  as  well  as  her  perception  of  her  own 
message-sending  behavior. 

Results  and  Discussion 

As  in  the  previous  study,  the  report  of  remits  is  divided  into  four 
sections. 

A.  A  check  on  the  experimental  manipulation 

The  purpose  of  the  role  playing  was  to  establish  a  general  positive 
attitude  toward  one  confederate  end  a  general  negative  attitude  toward  the 
other.  This  was  achieved  in  the  case  of  the  72  subjects  used  in  the 
analyses,  oil  of  whom  rated  the  positive  confederate  higher  than  the 
negative  confederate  on  the  three  attitudinal  measures.  The  three  measures 
were; 

1)  The  sum  of  the  five  A  Scales  trtxich  constituted  s  measure  of 
attitude  (A). 

2)  The  sum  of  the  eleven  scales  from  the  Behavioral  Differential  (BO) 

C 

which  constituted  the  measure  of  behavioral  Intentions. 

3)  The  sum  of  the  four  Belief  Scales  (B£)  which  constituted  the 


measure  of  beliefs 


These  three  amsutvs  tore  obtained  for  each  subject,  with  respect  to 
each  of  the  confederates,  before  end  after  the  task.  The  intercorrelctiors 
of  the  measures  are  presented  in  Table  5.  Regarding  only  the  pre-test  port 
of  the  table.  It  can  be  seen  that  attitudes  correlated  better  with  behavioral 
intentions  than  with  beliefs;  that  both  correlations  were  higher  for  the 
negative  confederate  than  for  the  positive  confederate;  and  that  behavioral 
intentions  correlated  with  beliefs  only  for  the  negative  confederate. 

Table  S  also  demonstrates  that  the  lntercor relations  hetve*r  the  pre-test 
scores  were  all  higher  for  the  negative  confederate  than  for  the  positive 
confederate  wltich  teens  to  indicate  that  the  negative  confederate  created 
a  consistent  -all  bad"  impression,  while  there  was  more  -within  subjects- 
diversity  with  respect  to  the  various  aspects  of  the  positive  confederate's 
image. 

Zt  should  be  noted  that  Table  S  has  teen  aet  up  as  a  rwltitroit- 
multimethod  natrlx  (Campbell  ft  flake,  1959)  with  the  A  Scales,  B D,  and  DC 
Scales  serving  as  methods  ard  the  positive  and  negative  confederates  os 
traits.  With  the  exception  of  beliefs  about  the  positive  confederate  on 
the  pre-test,  the  Intercorrelations  demonstrate  a  considerable  degree  of 
convergent  validity.  PMrtlw,  although  there  is  considerable  evidence  of 
discriminant  validity  as  well,  a  large  method  bias  was  fxind  on  the  A 
Scales  where  a  correlation  of  .61  between  the  ratings  of  the  positive  and 
negative  confederates  was  obtained. 

To  check  whether  the  various  schedules  of  reinforcement  had  in  fact 
been  established  as  plarmed,  end  had  been  perceived  as  such  by  the 
subjects,  an  analysis  of  variance  of  the  actual  and  perceived  percent  of 
compliance  by  the  confederates  in  the  three  reinforcement  conditions  was 
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performed.  The  means  can  be  seen  in  Table  6.  Looking  at  the  columns  of 
actual  compliance,  it  can  be  concluded  that  different  ratios  of  reinforcement 
had  in  fact  been  established  in  the  three  conditions.  Further ,  these 
obtained  ratios  were  quite  similar  to  the  planned  ones  (of  75%,  50%  and 
25%).  In  this  respect,  the  experimental  manipulation  was  quite  successful. 

Although  there  was  a  tendency  to  overestimate  the  compliance  of  both 
confederates  (the  main  effect  of  actual  vs.  perceived  was  significant  at 
the  .01  level),  the  accuracy  of  estimating  the  positive  confederate's 
compliance  differed  very  little  from  that  of  estimating  the  negative 
confederate's  compliance.  But  most  importantly,  the  differential  com- 
plicance  behaviors  of  the  confederates  within  reinforcement  conditions  were 
perceived  by  the  subjects;  the  Confederate  X  Reinforcement  interaction  was 
significant  at  less  than  the  .01  level  and  thus,  in  this  experiment,  a 
direct  test  of  the  reinforcement  hypothesis  is  possible. 

In  sum,  the  experimental  manipulations  were  successful  in  establishing 
differential  attitudes  and  reinforcement  schedules.  Furthermore,  the 
correlations  between  the  three  attitudinal-type  measures  were  not  found  to 
be  so  high  as  to  justify  omitting  any  of  them  when  attempting  to  predict 
behavior.  In  particular,  the  beliefs  about  expertness  could  be  expected  to 
contribute  independent  variance  to  the  prediction  of  behavior. 

B.  The  effect  of  the  experimental  manipulations  on  the  subject's  behavior 

Various  analyses  were  performed  to  check  whether  the  subjects  behaved 
differently  toward  the  positive  than  toward  the  negative  confederate  and  to 
determine  the  effect  of  reinforcement  on  the  subject's  behavior. 

As  in  Experiment  I,  the  number  of  times  the  subject  complied  with  each 
confederate  constituted  one  behavioral  measure  and  the  number  of  messages 
she  sent  to  each  confederate  was  the  other. 
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Table  6 

Actual  and  Perceived  Percent  Reinforcement 
by  the  Confederates 


Experiment  II 


Positive  Conf ederate  negative  Confederate 


Condition 

Actual 

Perceived 

Actual 

Perceived 

75% 

75.0 

67.9 

22.1 

46.3 

50% 

52.9 

66.7 

46.3 

55.4 

25% 

22.5 

46.7 

73.3 

70.0 

Mote  -  Each  percentage  is  based  on  N  ■  24  subjects. 

757.  refers  to  the  condition  In  which  PC  obeyed  75%  of  the  time 
and  :»C  obeyed  25%  of  the  tin*; 

50%  refers  to  the  condition  in  wJtfrh  both  PC  end  !JC  obeyed 
50%  of  the  time; 

and  25%  refers  to  the  condition  where  PC  obeyed  25%  of  the  time  and 
:x;  obeyed  75%  of  the  time. 


A  3  ::  2  x  2  Lindquist  Tyje  VI  mixed  analysis  of  variance  was 
computed.  Only  the  main  effect  of  "Acutal  vs.  Perceived"  was 
significant  (F.  fi_«18.03f  p  <.01).  The  "Confederate  x  Reinforcement” 
interaction  was’also  significant  (F^  69«30.84f  p  < . 01 ) . 
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It  was  found  that  tha  Initial  tendency  was  both  to  write  to  the  positive 
confederate  and  to  comply  with  her.  Out  of  the  72  subjects,  49  (68%)  wrote 
their  first  Message  to  the  positive  and  23  (32%)  to  the  negative  confederate 
(Z  »  3.33,  p  «.001).  With  respect  to  compliance,  12  subjects  (16.7%)  "held” 
on  the  first  trial  (i.e. ,  complied  with  neither  confederate).  Of  the 
remaining  60,  44  (61.1%)  complied  with  the  positive  confederate,  16  (22.2%) 
the  negative  confederate  (Z  •  4.09,  p  <.001).  It  is  worth  noting  that 
these  results  are  almost  Identical  to  those  obtained  in  Experiment  I. 

Over  all  twenty  trials,  an  average  of  10.25  messages  were  sent  to  the 
positive  confederate,  9.75  to  the  negative  confederate  (non-significant 
difference).  There  was  a  bigger  difference  in  compliance  behavior— the 
positive  confederate  was  complied  with  on  10.51  trials,  the  negative  on 
7.39  (Fj  69  -  9.01,  p<.01). 

In  order  to  test  the  effect  of  the  reinforcement  manipulation  on  the 
subject's  behavior,  four  two-way  analyses  of  variance  were  conducted  with 
"reinforcement"-  and  "position"  (i.e.,  whether  the  positive  confederate  was 
assigned  to  comer  1  or  3)  serving  as  the  Independent  variables.  Similar 
to  Experiment  I,  the  four  dependent  variables  were: 

1)  Number  of  messages  to  the  positive  confederate  (since  the  subject 
hod  to  write  one  message  on  each  trial,  the  number  of  messages  to 
the  negative  confederate  equallod  20  minus  tne  number  of  messages 
to  the  positive  confederate); 

2)  Number  of  times  the  subject  complied  with  the  positive  confederate 
minus  the  number  of  times  she  complied  with  the  negative  confederate; 

3)  Number  of  times  the  subject  "held";  and 

4)  Number  of  "wrong"  messages. 

The  analyses  of  variance  revealed  no  significant  main  effects  for  the 
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confederates’  "position."  The  only  significant  effect  of  "reinforcement" 
w as  on  the  number  of  wrong  messages.  The  average  numbers  of  wrong  messages 
sent  were  1.08,  0.29,  and  1.96  in  the  75%,  50%,  and  2S%  conditions, 
respectively  (F.  -  8.51,  p  < .01) .  There  were  no  significant  interaction 

c  f  bU 

effects. 

In  contrast  to  expectations  based  on  Doob's  behavior  theory  analysis, 
but  consistent  with  the  findings  in  Experiment  I,  there  is  no  evidence  that 
subjects  sent  more  messages  to  the  positive  confederate  in  the  condition 
»  -*re  tne  positive  confederate  reinforced  her  75%  of  the  time  than  in  the 
condition  where  the  positive  confederate  reinforced  her  only  25%  of  the 
time.  Similarly,  the  subject  did  not  show  any  more  differential  compliance 
with  the  positive  confederate  when  the  positive  confederate  reinforced  her 
75%  cf  the  time  than  she  did  in  the  condition  where  the  positive  confederate 
reinforced  her  only  25%  of  the  time. 

The  average  number  of  messages  sent  to  the  positive  confederate  was 
10.25,  which  was  not  significantly  different  from  10.00,  the  value  to  be 
expected  in  case  of  an  equal  distribution  of  messages  between  the  two 
confederates.  However,  the  overage  difference  in  compliance  with  the 
positive  and  negative  confederate  was  3.13,  significantly  different  from 
0,  the  expected  value  in  case  of  equal  compliance  with  both  confederates 
(Z  »  4.43,  p«.001).  Thus,  in  the  present  study,  although  a  subject  did 
not  send  more  messages  to  the  positive  than  to  t)ie  negative  confederate  she 
did  comply  with  the  positive  more  than  with  the  negative  confederate 
irrespective  of  the  amount  of  reinforcement  she  received  from  either  of  the 
two  confederates.  Here  then,  at  least  with  respect  to  compliance,  it  does 
appear  that  a  subject's  behavior  was  related  to  her  attitudes.  It  is  worth 
noting  that  just  as  amount  of  reinforcement  had  no  significant  effect  on 
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communicative  or  compliance  behaviors,  it  also  had  no  effect  on  the  number 
of  times  the  subject  chose  not  to  comply  with  either  confederate  (i.e.,  to 
"hold"). 

Thus,  in  contrast  to  our  expectations,  but  cor  si l tent  with  the  previous 
findings,  the  reinforcement  manipulation  had  little  or  no  influence  on  the 
subject's  behavior.  The  subjects  did  not  send  significantly  more  messages 
to  the  confederate  who  wa3  reinforcing  75%  nor  did  *-hey  comply  more  with 
her.  Also  consistent  with  findings  in  Experiment  I,  the  subjects  initially 
wrote  to  the  positive  confederate  more  and  complied  more  with  her.  However , 
in  the  present  experiment  the  subjects  continued  to  comply  with  the 
positive  more  then  with  the  negative  confederate  throughout  the  experiment, 
although  again  they  did  not  continue  to  send  her  more  of  their  messages. 

Thus,  at  least  with  respect  to  the  subject's  own  compliance,  attitudes  did 
appear  to  have  some  influence  on  her  behavior. 

C.  The  correlational  prediction  of  behavior  from  attitudes,  beliefs  and 
behavioral  Intentions 

Table  7  presents  the  correlations  between  the  differences  in  the  pre¬ 
test  ratings  of  the  positive  and  the  negative  confederate  on  the  A  Scales, 
the  BD  and  the  BE  Scales,  and  the  differences  in  subjects'  communicative 
and  compliance  behaviors  toward  the  confederates  over  all  reinforcement 

9 

conditions.  In  contrast  to  our  expectations,  but  consistent  with  our 
previous  findings,  the  correlations  were  non -significant.  It  can  again 
be  seen  that  the  simultaneous  consideration  of  all  the  attitudinal  measures 
did  not  produce  a  significant  increment  in  behavioral  prediction  (i.e.,  the 
multiple  correlations  were  also  non-significant). 

Once  again,  however,  it  should  be  noted  that,  while  these  findings  are 
quite  discouraging  from  an  attitudinal  point  of  view,  they  ore  not  unexpected 
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Table  7 

Correlations  Between  Pre-Test  Attitudinal  Measures 
and  Subject's  Behaviors  -  Difference  Scores 

Experiment  n 


Subject's 

Behavior 

Attitudinal 

No.  of 

No.  pf 

Measures 

Messages  Sent 

Compliances 

A 

-.11 

.13 

BE 

-.05 

.16 

BD 

-.18 

.06 

Multiple  R 

.181 

.186 

Note  -  All  correlations  are  non-signif leant  (N  •  72). 


A  -  Attitude  toward  the  confederates 

BE  •  Beliefs  about  the  confederates'  expertness 

BD  -  Behavioral  intentions  toward  the  confederates 
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from  Doob's  behavior  theory  explanation  of  the  attitude-behavior  relation¬ 
ship  which  suggests  that  the  subject's  own  behavior  is  related  to  the 
compliance  (i.e. ,  reinforcement)  by  the  confederates.  As  demonstrated  above, 
the  results  of  the  analyses  of  variance  did  not  support  this  notion.  However 
in  order  to  further  investigate  the  reinforcement  hypothesis,  correlations 
between  the  subject's  own  behavior  and  the  actual  and  perceived  compliance 
by  the  confederates  were  calculated.  Consistent  with  the  findings  in 
Experiment  I,  the  subject's  own  compliance  and  message-sending  behaviors 
were  found  to  be  unrelated  to  the  confederates'  actual  compliance  behaviors 
(r  *  .016  and  -.119,  respectively)  or  the  subjects'  perceptions  of  these 
behaviors  (r  •  .199  and  -.081,  respectively). 

Thus,  not  only  was  there  again  no  evidence  for  any  systematic  relation¬ 
ship  between  attitudinal  and  behavioral  variables,  but  there  also  seems  to 
be  little  or  no  support  for  Doob's  behavior  theory  explanation  of  this  lack 
of  relationship. 

D.  The  effects  of  the  task  on  the  subject's  beliefs,  attitudes,  and 
behavioral  intentions 

T-tests  were  computed  to  determine  whether  the  subjects  rated  the  two 
confederates  differently  after  the  task  than  before.  Separate  analyses 
were  performed  for  the  positive  confederate  and  the  negative  confederate  on 
each  of  the  tliree  attitudinal  measures  (A,  BO,  «nd  BE).  On  all  three 
measures,  the  post-test  ratings  of  the  positive  confederate  were  significantly 
lower  than  the  pre-test  ratings  (t^  -  6.96  ,  3.04,  and  5.68  for  A,  BD,  and 
BE,  respectively,  p  <.01  in  all  cases).  For  the  negative  confederate,  the 
post-test  ratings  were  significantly  higher  than  the  pre-test  ones  on  all 
three  measures  (for  A,  t^  -  2.21,  p  <.05?  f«?  BD,  t?1  -  3.99,  p  <.01;  and 
for  BE,  t^  -  4.88,  p  <.01).  Thus,  subjects  were  significantly  less 
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f  tvorable  toward  the  positive  confederate  and  significantly  more  favoralbe 
tOM  trd  the  r.egativo  confederate  after  the  task  than  they  were  before  the 

t«sk. 

In  order  to  assess  whether  these  changes  were  t elated  to  the  confederates' 
behavior  on  the  task,  correlations  between  the  confederates'  actual  and 
l>orceived  comnlioi  ce  with  the  subject  and  the  changes  in  the  subject's 
pre-  to  post-test  beliefs,  attitudes  and  behavioral  intentions  with  respect 
to  each  confederate  were  computed. 1  Of  these  12  correlations,  3  were 
found  to  be  significant.  Specifically,  changes  in  attitude  toward  the 
positive  confederate  were  related  to  the  actual  (r  -  .356,  p«  .01)  and 
rerceived  (r  •  .406,  p  <  .01)  percent  of  compliance  by  the  positive 
confederate  v*~llc  changes  in  the  expertness  ratings  of  the  negative 
confederate  were  related  to  the  subject's  perceptions  of  the  negative 
confederate's  cor.pliur.ce  (r  *  .346,  p  <.01).  This  latter  finding  is 
consistent  with  th-  results  of  Experiment  I. 

Cognitive  bolstering  was  again  investigated  by  correlating  the  subject's 
own  behaviors  toward  the  confederates  with  the  changes  in  her  pre-  to 
post-test  beliefs,  attitudes,  and  behavioral  intentions  with  respect  to 
each  confederate.  Consistent  with  the  findings  of  Experiment  I,  there 
was  only  limited  evidence  for  a  cognitive  bolstering  effect.  Once  again 
only  changes  in  beliefs  about  the  positive  confederate  were  significantly 
related  to  the  subject's  own  compliance  behavior.  The  less  the  subject 
complied  with  the  positive  confederate,  the  more  she  changed  (in  an 
unfavorable  direction)  her  beliefs  about  the  expertness  of  the  positive 
confederate  (r  -  .335,  p  <.01). 

Thus,  the  evidence  of  Experiments  1  and  II  consistently  indicated  that 
sore  of  the  subject's  attitudinol  ratings  were  influenced  by  the  behaviors 
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of  the  confederates  as  well  as  by  her  own  behavior.  Specifically,  the 
negative  confederate's  compliance  affected  the  subject's  beliefs  about 
that  confederate's  expertnecs  while  the  subject's  own  compliance  with  the 
positive  confederate  influenced  her  beliefs  about  that  confederate. 

Once  again,  as  a  final  analysis,  we  examined  the  degree  to  which  these 
changes  in  subject's  ratings  of  the  confederates  wore  in  the  direction  of 
increased  attitudinnl-behavioral  consistency.  Thot  is,  we  looked  at  the 
postdiction  of  the  subject's  behavior  from  the  post-test  ratings  of  the 
confederates.  These  correlations  are  presented  in  Table  8.  There  it  can 
be  seen  that  the  subject's  post-test  beliefs  and  attitudes  were  now 
significantly  related  to  her  compliance  behavior,11  although  there  was  no 
relation  between  the  three  attitudinal  variables  and  the  subject's 
communicative  behavior.  Consistent  with  previous  findings,  the  simul¬ 
taneous  consideration  of  cognition,  conation,  and  affect  did  not  greatly 
improve  behavioral  prediction  although,  as  can  bu  seen  in  Table  8,  the 
multiple  correlation  with  compliance  was  significant. 

Conclusion  of  Experiment  II 

In  conclusion,  this  experiment,  like  the  previous  one  is  not  very 
encouraging  from  an  attitudinal  point  of  view.  Although  some  evidence  was 
obtained  which  indicated  that  the  establishment  of  differential  beliefs, 
attitudes,  and  behavioral  intentions  did  have  some  influence  on  behavior 
(i.e. ,  the  subjects  did  obey  the  positive  confederate  significantly  more 
than  the  negative  confederate),  this  influence  seemed  to  be  one  of  "kind" 
rather  than  degree  (i.e.,  although  the  subjects  did  comply  with  the  positive 
confederate  more  than  with  the  negative  confederate,  their  pre-test  beliefs, 
attitudes,  and  behavioral  intentions  toward  the  confederate  were  not 
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Table  n 

Correlations  Between  Port-Test  Attltudinel 
Measures  and  the  Subject's  Behaviors 


Experiment  n 

Subject's  Behavior 


Attitudinal 

No.  of 

No.  Of 

Measures 

Kessaqes  Sent 

Canpl  lances 

A 

m 

o 

e 

1 

.26* 

BE 

-.22 

.32** 

BO 

-.19 

.15 

Multiple  R 

.257 

.345* 

p  <.05 

•• 

p  <.01 

Note  -  ■  72. 


A  »  Attitude  toward  the  confederates 

BE  •  Beliefs  about  the  confederates'  expertness 

BO  -  Behavioral  intentions  toward  the  confederates 
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correlated  with  their  behaviors). 

Generally  speaking,  then,  the  results  of  the  first  two  experiments 
indicate  that  knowledge  of  a  person's  attitudes  toward  soac  object  does  not 
allow  one  to  predict  the  way  the  person  will  behave  with  respect  to  that 
object.  These  findings  are  clearly  problematic.  In  contrast  to  previous 
studies  that  failed  to  obtain  a  significant  attitude-lehavior  relationship, 
the  present  experiments  cannot  be  criticized  on  the  grounds  that  the, 
failed  to  measure  attitudes  toward  appropriate  objects  (i.c. ,  that  the)' 
measured  attitudes  toward  the  class  in  which  the  attitude  object  is  a  member 
rather  than  toward  the  attitude  object  per  se),  or  on  the  grounds  that  the)' 
did  not  take  beliefs  and  behavioral  intentions  into  account.  Doth 
experiments  provided  strong  support  for  the  convergent  and  discriminant 
validities  of  the  measures  of  beliefs,  attitudes  and  behavioral  intentions. 
Despite  the  relative  Independence  of  these  variables,  their  simultaneous 
consideration  did  not  improve  behavioral  prediction. 

While  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  subjects  behaved  in  accordance 
with  their  beliefs,  attitudes,  or  behavioral  intentions  we  did  find  so me 
indication  that  they  tended  to  bring  these  attitudinal-type  variables  into 
line  with  their  experiences  in  the  group- task  situation.  That  is,  the  sub¬ 
jects  changed  their  ratings  of  the  confederates  in  a  manner  that  reflected 
their  perceptions  of  the  compliance  by  the  cor  federates  and/or  the  subject's 
own  compliance  with  the  confederates.  Thus,  while  beliefs,  attitudes,  and 
behavioral  intentions  tied,  at  best,  only  a  gross  effect  on  behavior,  the 
subject's  own  behavior  and  her  perceptions  of  the  confederates'  behaviors 
seemed  to  significantly  and  systematically  influence  her  ettitudlnal 
ratings. 

Finally,  the  third  proposed  explanation  of  the  lock  of  attitudinal- 
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il  tolitiot  .hip  (l.e.,  Poob's  behavi or  theory  explanation)  was  also 
siot  substantiated.  Tbctt  was  little  evidence  to  support  the  notion  that 
subjects  .':ehave<l  nore  favoraLly  toward  the  person  they  perceived  as  store 
reinforcin'),  and  aa  wis  shown  In  E.-.perlrent  II,  differential  reinforcement 
did  not  significantly  influence  an  Individual's  behaviors.  Further,  In 
neither  experiment  did  tfie  evidence  Indicate  that  reinforcement  served  to 
'xxlernt*  the  rttitude-tehavlor  relationshl.p  In  any  systematic  fashion. 

At  thin  point,  tier.,  we  are  left  with  the  rather  unhappy  conclusion 
*hnt  it  nay  not  l.-e  possible  to  predict  behavior  from  attltudinal  variables, 
or  it  least  tx>t  iren  the  kinds  of  attltudinal  variables  thst  we  have 
traditionally  re  a  su  red.  Indeed,  psychologists  have  been  Investigating  the 
attitude-behavior  relationship  for  sore  than  75  years  with  practically  no 
success.  In  general,  tUs  lock  of  svecoss  has  been  attributed  to  our 
attltudinal  treasures  (e.g. ,  the"  are  not  appropriate,  tliey  are  not  complete). 
Yet  at  the  sire  tire,  we  »*ave  core  to  view  behavior  as  a  highly  complex 
phenomenon  with  cany  detrrri.nor.tf .  For  example,  many  investigators  have 
recognized  tfm  importance  of  situational,  normative,  personality  «j.J  "other" 
types  of  variables  as  deteminants  of  behavior.  Yet  most  ettltudlnal 
studies,  or  theoretical  treatments  of  attitude,  have  not  dealt  with  those 
factors  explicitly,  indeed,  fiene  other  variables  have  usually  been  viewed 
a*  so*ircer.  of  "error”  variance.  That  is,  most  investigations  of  attitude 
(like  our  ow"  flr.it  two  experiments)  have  generally  started  out  with  the 
assumption  or  /pothK'sis  that  some  particular  behavior  of  an  individual  with 
respect  to  sore  ot  )«ct  is  a  direct  function  of  his  attitude  toward  the 
object  and  other  factors  ore  viewed  as  noise  in  the  system.  Clearly,  if 
beVvioral  prediction  Is  to  be  pos'lble,  this  larger  constellation  of 


behavioral  determinants  will  have  to  be  taken  into  account.  The  remainder 
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of  this  monograph  is  concerned  with  the  presentation  er.d  the  test  of  a 
theon'  that  attempts  to  integrate  these  other  determinants  into  a  coherent 
framework. 


A  New  Approach  to  the  Attitude -Behavior  Relationship 


The  theory  to  be  presented  can  best  be  seen  os  an  extension  of  Dulany *s 
(1967)  theory  of  propositional  control  to  social  behavior.  Although 
Duleny's  theory  has  largely  been  developed  within  the  context  of  studies  of 
verbal  conditioning  and  concept  attainment,  it  is  essentially  a  thcor.  that 
leads  to  the  prediction  of  overt  behavior.  More  specifically,  Dulany  has 
been  concerned  with  predicting  the  probability  with  which  an  individual  will 
make  a  particular  verbal  response  or  class  of  verbal  responses.  The  central 
equation  of  the  theory  can  be  expressed  as  follows: 

BUI  -  ( (RHd)  (iSv))  w  ♦  I (BH)  (Me))  w. 

O  1 

where:  B  -  behavior; 

BI  •  the  subject's  intention  to  make  a  particular  response  or 
class  of  responses; 

RHd  ■  a  "hypothesis  of  tlie  distribution  of  reinforcement,"  i.e., 
the  subject's  hypothesis  that  tlx*  occurrence  of  the  parti¬ 
cular  response  will  lead  to  a  certain  event  or  class  of 
events; 

RSv  »  the  affective  value  of  the  reinforcement,  i.e.,  the 
subject's  evaluations  of  those  events; 

BH  •  the  subject's  "behavioral  hypothesis,"  i.e.,  his  belief  os  to 
what  is  expected  to  do,  or  what  he  should  do  in  the 
situation; 

Me  ■  the  subject's  "motivation  to  comply,"  i.e.,  how  much  the 

subject  wants  to  do  what  he  believes  is  expected  of  him;  and 

wq  and  Wj  ■  empirical  weights  which  may  take  any  value. 

Two  additional  points  about  the  theory  should  be  mentioned: 

(1)  According  to  the  theory,  behaviorol  intention  is  the  immediate 
antecedent  of  overt  behavior.  Unlike  the  general  types  of  behavioral 
intentions  that  we  used  in  our  first  two  studies  end  that  most  attitude 
researchers  (e.g.,  Trlondis,  1964;  Triandis  et  ol.,  1967)  have  been 
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concerned  with  (e.g.,  intentions  to  marry,  to  show  social  distance,  to 
subordinate,  to  accept  as  a  friend),  Dulany  has  introduced  a  more  precise 
and  specific  type  of  behavioral  intention--namely,  an  individual's 
intention  to  oerform  a  given  action  in  a  given  situation.  That  is,  the 
intention  refers  directly  to  the  particular  overt  response  one  wishes  to 
predict.  Because  of  this  close  correspondence  between  the  measure  of 
the  behavioral  intention  and  the  actual  behavior,  their  correlation  should 
be  almost  perfect.  Thus,  if  one  can  predict  the  specific  behavioral 
intention,  one  may,  with  only  slightly  attenuated  accuracy,  predict  overt 
behavior.  It  must  be  emphasized,  however,  that  these  near  perfect 
correlations  between  behavioral  intentions  and  behavior  are  only  obtained, 
and  are  only  expected,  when  one  considers  an  individual's  intention  to 
perform  a  specific  act  in  a  specific  situation.  The  more  abstract  or 
generalized  the  intention  becomes,  the  lower  will  be  its  correlation  with 
a  specific  behavior.  Some  additional  factors  influencing  the  behavioral 
intention-behavior  correlation  will  be  discussed  below. 

(2)  As  can  be  seen  above,  the  algebraic  expression  of  the  theory  takes 
the  form  of  a  linear  multiple  regression  equation.  That  is,  [  (RHD)  (RSv)] 
is  viewed  as  one  component  influencing  behavioral  intentions  and  [(BH)  (Me)] 
is  seen  as  a  second  component.  The  precise  weights  to  be  given  these  two 
components  as  determinants  of  behavioral  intentions  within  a  given  situation 
must  be  determined  by  standard  multiple  regression  procedures. 

In  a  recent  paper,  Fishbein  (1967)  has  extended  this  theory  to  social 
behavior.  More  specifically,  according  to  Fishbein,  an  individual’s 
intention  to  perform  a  specific  act,  with  respect  to  a  given  stimulus 
object,  in  a  given  situation,  is  a  function  of: 
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(la) .  Bi — his  beliefs  about  the  consequences  of  performing  a 

particular  behavior  (in  a  given  situation),  i.e.,  the 
probability  or  improbability  that  the  performance  of 
behavior  x  will  lead  to  sane  consequences  y^; 

(lb) ,  a. —the  evaluative  aspect  of  B, ,  i.e.,  the  subject's  evaluation 

—  of  y^; 

(2a).  NB — a  normative  belief,  i.e.,  the  subject's  belief  about  what 

"others"  expect  him  to  do  or  say  he  should  do  in  this  situation; 

(2b).  Me — his  motivation  to  comply  with  the  norm,  i.e.,  his  desire, 
or  lack  of  desire,  to  do  what  "others"  think  he  should  do. 

Thus,  in  Fishbein's  adaptation  of  Dulany's  theory,  RHd  (the  hypothesis 
of  the  distribution  of  a  reinforcer)  is  conceptualized  as  being  analogous 
to  an  individual's  beliefs  about  the  consequences  of  performing  a  specific 
behavior,  and  RSv  (the  affective  value  of  the  reinforcer)  is  conceptualized 
as  being  equivalent  to  the  evaluative  aspects  of  those  beliefs.  It  is 
interesting  to  note  that  this  conceptualization  redefines  the  first  com¬ 
ponent  of  Dulany's  theory  [(RHd)  (RSv)]  as  a  measure  of  attitude.  That  .is, 
as  was  pointed  out  earlier  (see  p.  2)  the  work  of  Rosenberg  (1956,  1965), 
Zajonc  (1954),  Fishbein  (1963,  1965b,  1967a,  1967b),  and  others  has 
provided  strong  evidence  that  an  individual's  attitude  toward  any  object  can 
be  predicted  from  a  knowledge  of  the  individual's  beliefs  about  the 
object  and  the  evaluative  aspects  of  those  beliefs. 

It  must  be  emphasized,  however,  that  the  attitude  under  consideration 
in  the  present  theory  is  an  attitude  toward  performing  a  given  behavioral  act, 
and  is  not  an  attitude  toward  a  given  object,  person,  or  situation.  The 
algebraic  formula  presented  on  page  2  leads  to  the  hypothesis  that  an 
individual's  attitude  toward  any  object  is  a  function  of  the  individual's 
beliefs  about  that  object.  In  the  present  analysis,  we  are  concerned  with 
an  individual's  beliefs  about  the  performance  of  a  given  behavioral  act, 
and  thus  the  attitude  being  assessed  is  the  individual's  attitude  toward 
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the  performance  of  that  act.  More  specifically,  from  the  point  of  view  of 
Dulany's  theory,  we  should  be  assessing  the  individual's  beliefs  about  what 
will  happen  if  he  performs  behavior  X  with  respect  to  stimulus  Y  in 
situation  Z,  and  the  evaluative  aspects  of  those  beliefs,  i.e.,  we  should 
be  assessing  the  individual's  attitude  toward  the  performance  of  a  given 
act,  with  respect  to  a  given  stimulus  object,  in  a  given  situation. 

Although  these  beliefs  may  vary  considerably  as  a  function  of  the  stimulus 
object  (e.g.,  the  person)  toward  which  the  act  is  directed  and  the 
situation  in  which  the  act  is  to  occur  (e.g.,  in  public  or  in  private),  these 
beliefs  are  still  beliefs  about  the  performance  of  the  act,  and  not 
beliefs  about  the  stimulus  object  or  the  situation. 

Turning  to  the  second  component  of  Dulany's  theory  [(BH)  (Me)],  it 
can  be  seen  that  BH  (the  behavioral  hypothesis)  has  been  conceptualized  as 
a  normative  belief,  i.e.,  a  belief  about  what  others  expect  or  say  should 
be  done  in  the  situation.  Of  course,  the  potential  reference  groups  or 
individuals  whose  expectations  are  perceived  to  be  relevant  will  vary  with 
the  behavioral  situation.  Thus,  while  in  some  instances  the  expectations 
of  a  person's  friends  or  family  may  be  most  relevant,  in  others  it  may  be 
the  expectations  of  his  supervisors  or  even  the  society  at  large  which  are 
most  influential. 

The  final  element  in  the  equation  (Me— an  individual's  motivation  to 
comply)  is  self-explanatory.  Here  we  are  concerned  with  the  degree  to  which 
the  individual  "wants"  to  comply  with  the  norm.  Clearly,  if  two  or  more 
norms  are  considered  (i.e.,  if  the  expectation  of  more  than  one  "other  is 
considered),  it  will  be  necessary  to  measure  the  individual's  motivation  to 
comply  with  each  of  them. 

Returning  to  the  central  hypothesis,  it  can  be  seen  that  in  its  adapted 
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form,  the  theory  essentially  leads  to  the  prediction  that  an  individual's 
intention  to  perform  any  behavior  (and  his  actual  performance  of  the 
behavior)  is  a  function  of  (1)  his  attitude  toward  performing  the  behavior 
(A-act),  and  (2)  the  norms  governing  the  behavior  in  that  situation  (NB) 
weighted  by  his  motivation  to  comply  with  those  norms  (Me ) .  Algebraically, 
this  can  be  expressed  as  follows: 

B  s  BI  -  fA-vict]  w  +  [(MB)  (Me)]  w, 

O  X 

Thus  the  present  approach  suggests  a  radical  change  in  investigating 
and  understanding  the  attitude-behavior  relationship.  Instead  of  assuming 
some  underlying  relationship  between  an  individual's  attitude  toward  a 
given  object  and  his  behavior  with  respect  to  the  object,  the  proposed 
theory  recognizes  the  importance  of  situational  variables,  norms,  and 
motivation,  as  factors  influencing  behavior.  Rather  than  viewing  attitude 
toward  a  stimulus  object  as  a  major  determinant  of  behavior  with  respect  to 
that  object,  the  theory  identifies  three  kinds  of  variables  that  function 
as  the  basic  determinants  of  behavioral  intentions  (and  thus  behavior): 

(1)  attitudes  toward  the  behavior;  (2)  normative  beliefs;  and  (3)  motivation 
to  comply  with  the  norms. 

Thus,  it  can  be  seen  that,  according  to  the  theory,  there  are  two  major 
factors  influencing  behavior:  first,  there  is  a  personal  or  attitudinal 
influence;  and  second,  there  is  a  social  or  normative  influence.  However, 
it  must  again  be  emphasized  that  the  attitudinal  component  is  very  different 
from  traditional  considerations  of  attitude  since  we  are  here  concerned 
with  an  attitude  toward  performing  a  specific  behavior  in  a  given  situation, 
rather  than  with  an  attitude  toward  a  person,  object,  value,  or  institution. 

The  relative  weights  put  on  these  two  components  are  empirically 
determined.  That  is,  we  expect  that  the  relative  importance  of  the  two 
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components  will  systematically  vary  across  types  of  behavior  and  across 
different  individuals.  More  specifically,  it  seems  quite  reasonable  to 
assume  that  certain  types  of  behavior  will  be  more  under  the  influence  of 
attitudinal  considerations  than  normative  ones,  while  the  opposite  should  be 
true  of  other  types  of  behaviors.  Similarly,  we  would  expect  some  types  of 
people  to  oe  more  under  the  influence  of  normative  considerations  than  others. 

Although  the  theory  suggests  that  other  variables  can  also  influence 
behavior,  it  indicates  that  these  "external"  variables  operate  indirectly, 
i.e.,  by  influencing  either  of  the  two  components  or  their  relative  weights. 
Thus,  situational  variables,  personality  characteristics  or  traditional 
attitudinal  variables  should  influence  behavioral  intentions,  and  hence 
behavior  if,  and  only  if,  they  affect  either  A-act,  the  attitude  toward  the 
particular  act,  NB  (Me),  the  normative  beliefs  concerning  the  act  multiplied 
by  the  motivation  to  comply,  or  the  relative  weights  of  these  components. 
However,  even  when  some  external  variable  is  found  to  be  correlated  with 
one  of  the  two  components,  it  would  still  be  unrelated  to  behavior  if  that 
component  carried  little  or  no  weight  in  the  determination  of  behavioral 
intentions  and  thus  behavior  per  se. 

With  regard  to  the  attitudinal  measures  toward  a  given  person  which 
were  of  most  importance  in  the  present  series  of  studies,  it  should  be 
fairly  clear  that  there  is  no  necessary  relation  betvjeen  these  measures  and 
any  of  the  variables  in  the  model.  For  example,  while  it  is  true  that  in 
some  situations  the  consequences  of  communicating  to  or  complying  with  a 
liked  person  may  be  very  different  from  the  consequences  of  performing  the 
same  behaviors  vis  a  vis  a  disliked  person,  it  is  equally  true  that  in  other 
situations  these  behaviors  will  lead  to  the  same  consequences  irrespective ~of 
who  the  stimulus  person  is.  In  the  former  case,  some  correlation  between 


our  traditional  measure  of  attitude  and  behavior  might  be  obtained,  while 
this  is  quite  unlikely  in  the  latter  case.  A  similar  argument  can  be  made 
for  the  second  component.  Clearly,  there  are  some  situations  in  which  the 
expectations  for  communicative  and  compliance  behaviors  would  be  very 
different  toward  a  liked  person  than  toward  a  disliked  one,  yet  in  other 
situations  one  is  expected  to  behave  the  same  way  irrespective  of  his 
affective  feeling  toward  the  person.  Once  again,  some  attitudinal-behavioral 
relationship  might  be  obtained  in  the  former  case,  but  it  is  quite  unlikely 
in  the  latter  case. 

Along  these  same  lines,  it  can  be  seen  that  variations  in  the  situation 
may  also  influence  one  or  more  of  the  primary  determinants  of  behavior. 
Clearly,  an  individual  may  have  quite  different  beliefs  about  the  con¬ 
sequences  of  communicative  or  compliance  behaviors  if,  for  instance,  the 
interdependence  of  the  subjects  at  the  triangle  board  were  to  be  varied. 
Similarly,  we  would  expect  that  the  individual  would  have  different 
normative  beliefs  for  these  different  situations.  Here  too,  however,  it  must 
be  noted  that  if  the  the  situational  variables  that  are  being  considered 
do  not  influence  the  individual's  attitude  toward  the  act,  or  his 
normative  beliefs,  or  his  motivation  to  comply  with  these  norms,  then, 
according  to  the  theory,  they  will  not  influence  his  behavior.  Indeed, 
one  of  the  advantages  of  the  theory  is  that  it  provides  an  explanation  for 
a  large  number  of  results  that  may  intially  appear  inconsistent.  That  is, 
from  the  point  of  view  presented  here,  one  would  expect  a  considerable 
amount  of  variation  in  the  relationship  between  any  variable  external  to 
the  model  and  behavior. 

Clearly  then,  if  this  theory  is  valid,  there  seems  to  be  little  basis 
for  continuing  the  search  for  attitudinal-behavioral  consistency,  at  least 
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when  traditional  attitude  scores  are  considered.  Thus,  let  us  now  turn  to 
the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  theory. 

EXPERIMENT  III 

The  purpose  of  our  final  experiment  was  to  test  the  above  theory  in 
a  situation  in  which  a  traditional  attitude  approach  had  twice  failed. 

Using  this  theory,  an  attempt  was  made  to  predict  communicative  and  com¬ 
pliance  behaviors  on  the  triangle-board  task  under  two  different  environ¬ 
mental  conditions.  Before  considering  the  results,  however,  it  is  desirable 
to  review  the  method  and  procedures  of  the  final  experiment  since  there 
are  some  important  differences  between  this  experiment  and  the  previous  ones. 

Method  and  Procedure 

One  major  difference  in  this  final  experiment  was  that  confederates 
were  not  used.  Since  the  previous  manipulations  of  beliefs,  attitudes,  and 
general  behavioral  intentions  showed  relatively  little  systematic  influence 
on  behavior,  and  since  the  training  and  use  of  confederates  is  time- 
consuming  and  costly,  three  naive  subjects  were  used  in  each  group.  In 
addition,  we  still  had  a  somewhat  nagging  feeling  about  the  possible 
artificiality  of  the  situation  that  might  have  been  produced  by  the  con¬ 
federates'  programmed  compliance  behaviors.  Thus,  in  this  experiment,  the 
behaviors  of  all  three  members  was  "task-oriented"  and  "meaningful." 

A  second  difference  is  that  the  subjects  in  the  present  experiment 
were  males,  while  female  subjects  were  used  in  the  two  previous  studies. 
However,  a  series  of  pilot  studies  indicated  that  there  were  no  significant 
differences  between  the  behaviors  of  males  and  females  on  this  task. 

Finally,  a  new  task  structure  was  introduced.  It  will  be  recalled 
that,  according  to  the  theory,  any  such  situational  variable  external  to  the 
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model  will  influence  behavior  only  if  it  affects  one  or  both  of  the  model's 
predictors  (i.e.,  A-act  or  NB  X  He).  We  felt  that  by  manipulating  the 
interdependence  of  the  group  members,  we  could  vary  the  subject's  beliefs 
about  the  consequences  of  communicating  and  complying  with  the  other 
group  members  without  influencing  their  beliefs  about  the  expertness  of  the 
other  members  or  thtir  attitudes  toward  them. 

Specifically,  in  the  first  two  studies,  the  spirit  levels  on  the 
triangle  board  were  set  up  in  such  a  way  that  each  subject  had  no  information 
about  the  relative  position  of  his  own  comer,  but  he  did  have  information 
about  the  relative  positions  of  the  corners  of  the  other  two  group  members. 

In  terms  of  accomplishing  the  group  task  then,  the  subject  was  equally 
dependent  upon  the  other  two  members  for  information  about  his  own 
corner,  and  he  could  accomplish  the  group  goal  equally  well  by  communicating 
with  either  group  member.  Thus,  other  things  being  equal,  he  should  believe 
that  the  consequences  of  communicating  or  complying  with  either  group  member 
are  essentially  the  same.  Following  Raven  and  Shaw  (1970)  this  task 
structure  will  be  referred  to  as  the  "bidependent  condition." 

By  fixing  the  position  of  the  spirit  level  such  that  it  is  parallel  to 
the  left  side  of  the  board  near  the  subject,  the  whole  situation  is 
radically  changed.  Looking  at  Figure  2,  it  can  be  seen  that  the  subject 
now  has  information  about  his  own  corner  (e.g.,  corner  1)  and  corner  2, 
but  he  has  no  information  about  the  relative  position  of  corner  3.  It 
therefore  makes  little  sense  for  him  to  communicate  to  corner  3.  However, 
since  the  person  at  corner  2  knows  nothing  about  the  subject's  corner 
while  the  person  at  corner  3  does,  the  subject  should  believe  that  complying 
with  the  latter  will  lead  to  better  consequences  than  complying  with  the 
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Figure  2 

Triangle  Board  Task  -  Unidependent  Condition 


Spirit  Level 

provides  info.  Correct  Messages  to 

Comer  Position  about  corners  1  2  3 


Note  -  The  "instructions"  in  parentheses  indicate  the 
_ 'formation  provided  about  each  position  by  its 
own  spirit  level. 
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former.  Thus,  the  subjects  should  have  differential  beliefs  about  the 
consequences  of  communicating  and  complying  with  the  two  group  members  and 
hence  different  attitudes  toward  these  acts.  Again  following  Raven  and 
Shaw  (1970),  this  task  structure  will  be  referred  to  as  the  "unidependent 
condition."  It  should  be  recalled  that  no  such  differences  vis  a  vis  the 
two  group  members  are  expected  in  the  bidependent  condition. 

In  contrast,  there  is  no  reason  to  assume  that  the  subject's  attitudes 
toward  his  two  group  members  or  his  beliefs  about  their  expertness  will 
differ  between  conditions.  Thus,  while  the  two  conditions  are  expected  to 
produce  marked  differences  in  A-act,  NB(Mc),  and  BI  as  well  as  actual 
behavior  on  the  task,  we  do  not  expect  them  to  be  related  to  our  traditional 
attitudlnal  measures.  However,  because  of  the  differences  between  the  present 
experiment  and  the  previous  ones,  it  will  be  necessary  to  demonstrate  that, 
at  least  with  respect  to  our  traditional  measures,  the  findings  in  this  study 
replicate  our  earlier  ones. 

Generally  speaking,  the  procedure  followed  in  this  experiment  was 
similar  to  that  used  in  the  earlier  studies.  One  hundred  and  forty-four 
(144)  male  undergraduate  students  participated  in  48  three-person  groups. 

As  mentioned  above,  no  attempt  was  made  to  manipulate  the  beliefs  about 
expertness  or  the  attitudes  each  subject  held  toward  the  other  two  members 
of  his  group.  The  subjects  were  randomly  assigned  to  the  three  corners  of 
the  board.  Just  as  in  the  preceding  experiments,  one  comer  was  at  a  high, 
one  corner  was  at  a  low,  and  one  comer  was  at  an  intermediate  position. 

With  regard  to  the  positions  of  the  spirit  levels,  the  two  conditions 
described  above  were  used  (i.e.,  in  the  bidependent  condition  the  levels  were 
set  parallel  to  the  opposite  side  of  the  triangle  board  while  in  the 
unidependent  condition  the  levels  were  parallel  to  the  left  adjacent  side  of 
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the  triangle  board).  Twenty-four  groups  were  assigned  to  each  condition. 

The  groups  in  both  conditions  were  given  exactly  the  same  instructions. 
The  operation  of  the  triangle  board,  of  the  spirit  levels,  and  the  task  were 
explained;  each  group  was  given  10  test  trials  in  order  to  get  used  to  the 
procedure  and  the  group  members  had  an  opportunity  to  ask  questions.  The 
subjects  then  completed  the  pre-test  questionnaire. 

In  the  meantime  the  board  was  reset  to  the  standard  starting  position; 
the  subjects  were  then  given  20  trials  to  balance  the  board.  At  the 
conclusion  of  the  20  trials  they  were  asked  to  complete  the  post-test 
Questionnaires.  The  subjects  were  told  to  complete  the  questionnaires  as 
carefully  as  possible  but  not  to  spend  much  time  on  any  one  question.  The 
instructions  for  the  post-test  questionnaires  required  the' subjects  to  imagine 
that  they  had  to  do  the  experiment  all  over  again.  Having  had  more  experi¬ 
ence  on  the  task,  what  would  be  their  present  opinions. 

The  pre-test  questionnaire.  The  questionnaire  administered  immediately 
after  the  10  practice  trials  included  the  following  measures  taken  with 
respect  to  each  of  the  subject's  other  two  group  members.  (The  person 
sitting  on  the  subject's  left  will  be  referred  to  as  Member  1  and  the  person 
sitting  on  his  right  will  be  called  Member  2.) 

1.  Traditional  Attltudlnal  Measures 

a.  A— The  subject's  attitude  toward  the  other  members  was  assessed 
exactly  as  in  Experiments  I  and  II,  except  that  the  semantic 
differential -type  scales  had  7  rather  than  8  intervals.  The 
potential  range  of  A  is  thus  5  to  35. 

b.  BE— Belief  about  expertnesu.  A  single  semantic  differential  scale 
scored  from  1  to  7  was  used  to  measure  the  subject's  beliefs  about  the 
expertness  of  Members  1  and  2.  More  specifically,  the  subject  was 
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asked  to  indicate  "How  competent  do  you  think  Member  _ is  on  the 

triangle  board  task?"  on  a  seven-point  scale  ranging  from  "very 
competent"  to  "very  incompetent." 

2.  Measures  Required  by  the  New  Appraoch 

a.  A-act- -The  subject’s  attitude  toward  communicating  and  complying  with 
each  of  his  coworkers.  The  sum  .  of  four,  seven-place  semantic 
differential-type  scales  (i.e.,  good-bad;  foolish-wise;  harmful- 
beneficial;  and  rewarding -puni shing ) ,  scored  from  1  to  7  served  as 

an  index  of  A-act.  More  specifically,  the  subject  was  asked  to  rate 
the  following  concepts  on  these  scales. 

(1)  "Sending  instructions  to  Member  _  is";  and 

(2)  "Following  the  instructions  of  Member  _  is". 

The  potential  range  of  the  A-act  scores  was  thus  4  to  28. 

b.  NB^  and  Mc^.  The  subject’s  perceptions  of  Member  l's  expectations 
about  the  subject's  communicative  and  compliance  behaviors,  and  the 
subject’s  motivation  to  comply  with  these  expectations.  The  measures 
of  normative  beliefs  were  taken  on  7-place  "probable-improbable" 
scales.  Specifically,  the  subject  was  asked  to  indicate  how  probable 
it  was  that  Member  1  (i.e.,  the  member  on  his  left)  expected  him  to 
(1)  send  instructions  to  (a)  Member  2  (i.e.,  the  member  on  his  right) 
and  (b)  himself  (i.e.,  Member  1);  and  (2)  follow  the  instructions  of 
(a)  Member  2  and  (b)  himself.  After  each  set  of  questions  (i.e.,  the 
two  about  sending  instructions  and  the  two  about  following  instruc¬ 
tions)  the  subject  was  asked  to  indicate  how  much  he  wanted  to  do 
what  Member  1  expected  him  to  do,  by  checking  a  7-place  scale  ranging 
from  "want  very  much  to"  to  "want  very  much  not  to." 

c.  NB^  and  Mc^.  The  subject's  perceptions  of  Member  2's  expectations 
with  regard  to  the  subject's  communicative  and  compliance  behaviors 
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and  the  subject's  motivation  to  comply  with  these  expectations. 

The  measures  taken  were  equivalent  to  those  of  NB^  and  Mc^  but  were 
now  concerned  with  the  second  member's  expectations. 

d.  NB  and  Mc_.  The  subject's  perception  of  the  experimenter's 
expectations  with  regard  to  the  subject's  communicative  and 
compliance  behaviors  and  the  subject's  motivation  to  comply  with 
the  experimenter.  The  measures  were  again  equivalent  to  NB^  and 
Mc^,  this  time  with  respect  to  the  experimenter. 

e.  BI.  Behavioral  intentions  with  regard  to  the  communicative  and 
compliance  behaviors.  The  subject  specified  the  number  of  messages 
he  intended  to  send  to  each  of  the  other  group  members  and  the  number 
of  times  he  intended  to  comply  with  each  in  a  block  of  10  trials. 

3.  Additional  Measures 

a.  U-act.  A  belief  about  the  utility  of  an  act.  This  measure  provides 
an  estimate  of  the  subject's  attitudes  toward  communicating  and 
complying  with  each  of  his  co-workers  based  on  his  beliefs  that 
performing  these  acts  will  lead  to  good  or  bad  consequences. 
Specifically,  the  subject  indicated  the  degree  to  which  he  believed 
that  giving  instructions  to  each  member  and  following  the  instruc¬ 
tions  of  each  member  "will  lead  to"  or  "will  hinder  getting  the 
board  balanced,"  by  checking  a  7-point  scale. 

b.  B -turning.  A  measure  was  taken  of  the  subject's  beliefs  as  to  how 
he  should  manipulate  his  handle.  The  subjects  were  asked  to  be 
specific,  indicating  the  number  of  times  they  thought  they  should 
turn  their  handle  to  the  left,  to  the  right,  or  hold  it.  The 
importance  of  this  measure  will  shortly  become  apparent. 
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The  post-test  questionnaire.  The  questionnaire  administered  immediately 
after  the  20  trials  of  the  experiment  included  exactly  the  same  measures  as 
the  pre-test  questionnaire.  In  addition,  and  consistent  with  our  earlier 
studies,  each  subject  was  also  asked  to  indicate  the  number  of  times  he  sent 
messages  to  and  received  messages  from  each  of  the  other  group  members 
(perceived  number  of  messages  sent  by  self  and  by  others)  and  the  number  of 
times  each  of  the  other  members  complied  with  his  messages  (perceived  amount 
of  compliance  by  others). 

C.  Some  derived  scores 

a.  £  NB(Mc).  Separate  products  of  NB  and  Me  were  computed  for  each 
coworker  and  for  the  experimenter,  i.e.,  NB^ (Mc^),  NB2(Mc2)  and 
NB  (Me  ),  and  those  products  v/ere  summed. 

b.  Perceived  %  compliance  by  the  other  members.  The  subject's  perception 
of  the  number  of  times  that  Member  1  complied  with  him  divided  by 

his  perception  of  the  number  of  messages  he  sent  to  Member  1.  A 
corresponding  ratio  was  computed  with  respect  to  Member  2. 

c.  Index  of  Incompatibility  (II).  The  discrepancy  between  the 
instructions  the  subject  received  from  each  of  his  two  members  and 
his  own  belief  as  to  how  the  handle  should  be  turned  (B-turning) . 

A  score  was  first  computed  for  instructions,  giving  a  weight  of  +1 
to  an  instruction  asking  the  subject  to  turn  his  handle  to  the  right, 

0  for  "hold,"  and  -1  for  "left."  The  same  weights  were  applied  to 

thf  'bject's  B-tuming.  The  absolute  difference  between  the  resulting 
scores  was  taken  as  an  Index  of  Incompatibility*  Separate  indices 
were  constructed  for  the  pre-test  (H  )  and  the  post-test  (II2). 

For  example,  if  a  subject  received  17  instructions  from  his 
right  member,  4  asking  him  to  turn  his  handle  to  the  left,  3  to  hold 


it,  and  10  to  turn  it  to  the  right,  the  score  for  instructions  was 
+6.  If  his  B-turning  was  that  he  should  turn  his  handle  to  the  left 
on  all  20  trials,  the  subject  received  a  score  of  -20  for  B-tuming. 

The  incompatibility  score  for  this  subject  with  respect  to  the 
instructions  which  he  received  from  his  right  member  was  the 
absolute  difference;  i.e.,  26.  These  measures  were  obtained  only 
for  the  last  24  groups,  12  in  each  situational  condition;  that  is, 
for  a  total  of  78  subjects. 

Task  behavior  (B).  As  in  our  previous  studies,  the  two  main  dependent 
variables  were  the  number  of  messages  the  subject  sent  to  each  group  member 
and  the  number  of  times  he  complied  with  the  instructions  of  each  of  his 
coworkers. ^ 

Results 

The  Traditional  Approach 

As  was  mentioned  above,  the  various  changes  introduced  in  the  third 
experiment  make  it  necessary  to  first  investigate  the  degree  to  which  a 
traditional  attitudinal  approach  can  lead  to  behavioral  prediction.  Since 
both  previous  experiments  indicated  a  high  correlation  between  attitude  and 
the  general  measure  of  behavioral  intentions,  and  since  measures  of  specific 
behavioral  intentions  were  required  for  the  new  approach,  only  the  traditional 
measures  of  attitudes  (A)  and  beliefs  about  expertness  (BE)  were  obtained 
in  the  present  study.  Consistent  with  previous  reports  of  results,  the 
discussion  will  be  presented  in  four  sections. 

A.  A  check  on  the  experimental  manipulations 

Since  no  attempt  was  made  in  the  present  study  to  manipulate  the  subject's 
beliefs  about,  or  attitude  toward,  his  coworkers,  we  would  expert  to  find  no 


differences  in  his  ratings  of  them  in  either  of  the  two  experimental  con¬ 
ditions  of  interdependence.  Support  for  this  expectation  may  be  found  in 
Table  9  where  the  mean  attitude  and  expertness  ratings  of  each  coworker  are 
given  for  3ach  condition.  These  scores  were  submitted  to  tv/o-way  analyses  of 
variance  in  which  "Condition"  was  the  first  main  effect  and  "Member"  v/as 
treated  as  the  second,  repeated  measures,  factor.  It  can  be  seen  that  no 
significant  differences  or  interactions  were  found. 

Table  10  presents  the  intercorrelations  of  attitudes  and  beliefs  with 
respect  to  each  group  member,  for  both  the  pretest  and  the  posttest.  The 
table  has  again  been  set  up  as  a  multitrait-multimethod  matrix  (Campbell  & 
Fiske,  1959)  and  it  shows  that  in  the  present  experiment,  where  no  attempt 
was  made  to  manipulate  the  subject's  beliefs  or  attitudes,  these  two  variables 
were  more  highly  intercorrelated  than  in  the  two  previous  studies,  particularly 
on  the  posttest.  While  the  two  measures  showed  a  good  deal  of  convergent 
validity,  it  is  worth  noting  that  the  measure  of  belief  again  had  con¬ 
siderably  more  discriminant  validity  than  had  the  measure  of  attitude.  Thus, 
we  might  still  expect  that  some  increment  in  behavioral  prediction  could  be 
obtained  by  simultaneously  considering  both  traditional  attitudinal  variables. 

Since  confederates  were  not  used  in  the  present  experiment,  we  had  no 
control  over  either  the  message  sending  or  compliance  behaviors  of  t)>e 
subject's  two  coworkers.  However,  the  two  experimental  task  structures  were 
expected  to  systematically  influence  their  behaviors. 

Specifically,  while  we  expected  no  differences  in  the  coworkers' 
message-sending  or  compliance  behavior  in  the  bidependent  condition,  we  did 
expect  major  differences  in  the  unidependent  condition.  Because  of  the 
positioning  of  the  spirit  levels  in  the  unidependent  condition  we  expected 
Member  2  (the  coworker  on  the  subject's  right)  to  send  more  messages  to  the 


Table  9 


Group  Means  of  Subject's  Attitudes  Toward  4 A )  and 
Beliefs  About  the  Expertness  (BE)  of  the 
Two  Members  and  Analyses  of  Variance  Results 

Experiment  III 


Group  Means  Analyses  of  Variance 


Bidependent  Condition 
Member  1  Member  2 

Unidependent  Condition 
Member  1  Member  2 

F 

Condition 

F 

Member 

F 

Interaction 

A  26.14 

25.57 

26.25 

26.01 

.572 

3.854 

1.321 

BE  5.19 

5.14 

5.70 

5.25 

.596 

.038 

1.387 

Note  -  The  F  values  are  based  on  two-way  analyses  of  variance  with 
"Condition"  as  a  between -subjects  factor  and  "Member"  treated 
as  a  repeated  measures  factor;  df  ■  1  and  142. 
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Table  10 

Pre-  and  Post-Test  Intercorrelations  of  Subjects’  Attitudes  (A) 
and  Beliefs  (BE)  Regarding  Members  1  and  2 


Experiment  III 


Pre-Test  Post-Test 

A  BE  A  BE 

Member  1  Member  2  Member  1  Member  2  Member  1  Member  2  Member  1  Member  2 

P  Member  1  — 

R  A 

E  Member  2  .72  — 


E  Member  1 

.40 

.17 

— 

S  BE 

T  Member  2 

.29 

.55 

.39 

— 

P  Member  1 

.59 

.46 

.44 

.36 

M  MOB 

0  A 

S  Member  2 

T 

.55 

.64 

.34 

.54 

.65 

m  mm  mm 

T  Member  1 

.22 

.17 

.46 

.31 

.57 

.32 

mm  mm  mm 

E  BE 

S  Member  2 

T 

.13 

.34 

.26 

.53 

.24 

.61 

.33 

Note 

-  N  ■  144 

r.05  " 

.17 

r.oi  " 

.22 
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subject  than  Member  1,  while  Member  1  should  comply  with  the  subject  more  than 
Member  2. 

The  results  presented  in  Table  11  confirm  these  expectations.  Looking  at 
the  columns  of  actual  behavior,  it  can  be  seen  that  in  the  bidependent  condition 
there  were  only  slight  differences  between  the  communicative  and  compliance 
behaviors  of  the  subject's  two  coworkers.  The  "Member"  factor  in  an  analysis  of 
variance  showed  these  differences  to  be  non-significant.  In  the  unidependent 

condition,  however,  the  behaviors  of  the  two  coworkers  differed  as  predicted; 

13 

Member  2  sent  significantly  more  messages  to  the  subject  that  did  Member  1, 
while  Member  1  complied  more  with  the  subject  than  did  Member  2. 

Table  11  also  shows  that  the  subjects  were  not  very  far  off  in  their 
perceptions  of  the  behaviors  of  the  two  coworkers,  although  the  analysis  of 
variance  indicated  that  in  the  bidependent  condition  these  differences  were 
statistically  significant.  That  is,  consistent  with  our  previous  findings,  the 
subjects  in  this  condition  overestimated  the  compliance  behaviors  of  both  their 
coworkers. 

In  general,  it  can  be  seen  that,  within  limits,  the  use  of  three  subjects 
instead  of  a  single  subject  and  two  confederates,  did  not  greatly  affect  the 
nature  of  the  task  in  our  standard  bidependent  condition.  A  subject's  beliefs 
about  and  attitudes  toward  his  two  coworkers  were  essentially  equivalent 
(Table  9)  and  the  two  coworkers  behaved  in  a  similar  fashion  toward  the  subject 
(Table  11).  They  each  sent  the  same  number  of  messages  to  the  subject  and  each 
tended  to  comply  with  approximately  75%  of  the  subject's  instructions.  Further, 
the  subject's  perceptions  of  the  behaviors  of  his  coworkers  were  quite  veridical. 

A  subject's  beliefs  about  and  attitudes  toward  his  two  coworkers  were 
also  very  similar  in  the  unidependent  condition  (Table  9),  as  expected,  however, 
here  the  subjects  received  significantly  more  messages  from  Member  2  (their 
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Table  11 

Group  Means  of  the  Actual  (A)  and  Perceived  (P) 
Behavior  of  the  Two  Members  and  Analyses  of  Variance  Results 

Experiment  III 


GROUP  MEANS 

Behavior  of  Behavior  of  Analysis  of  Variance 


Bidependent 

Condition 

Member  1 
Actual  Perceived 

Member  2 
Actual  Perceived 

F 

Member 

F 

A  VS  P 

F 

Interaction 

No.  of  messages 
S  received 

9r888 

8.861 

10.194 

8.764 

.020 

18.094* 

.341 

No.  of  compliances 
by  members  8.097 

8.806 

7.722 

8.681 

.073 

11.980* 

.188 

%  compliance  by 
members 

77.411 

85.212 

72.066 

84.245 

.846 

14.671* 

.856 

Unidependent 

Condition 

No.  of  messages 
S.  received 

2.319 

2.833 

17.667 

16.444 

382.347* 

2.897 

8.153* 

No  of  compliances 
by  members  12.389 

12.542 

1.722 

.  1.833 

195.941* 

.160 

.003 

%  compliance  by 
members 

70.495 

70.022 

31.448 

29.113 

61.658* 

.275 

.146 

Note  -  The  F  values  are  based  on  two-way  analyses  of  variance  where  both 
factors  were  treated  as  wlthin-subjects  factors  since  they 
represented  repeated  measures  on  the  same  subjects;  df  =  1  and  142. 
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right  partner)  than  from  Member  1,  and  they  were  obeyed  more  by  Member  1 
(their  left  partner)  than  by  Member  2  (Table  11).  Hera,  too,  the  subject's 
perceptions  of  his  partners'  behaviors  tended  to  be  quite  veridical. 

Thus  from  a  traditional  attitudinal  point  of  view,  we  would  *»::pect  the 
subject's  behavior  in  the  two  conditions  to  be  quite  similar.  That  is,  since 
the  subject's  attitudes  toward  his  two  coworkers  were  almost  equivalent  in 
both  conditions,  these  attitudes  should  lead  to  similar  behaviors  in  both 
conditions.  From  a  reinforcement  point  of  view,  however,  we  would  expect 
very  different  behaviors  in  the  two  conditions.  While  the  subject  should  be 
equally  likely  to  send  his  messages  to  (or  to  comply  with)  either  coworker 
in  the  bidependent  condition  (they  both  reinforced  him  equally)  he  should 
be  much  more  likely  to  send  his  messages  to  Member  1  in  the  unidependent 
condition.  Similarly,  it  might  also  be  expected  that  he  would  comply  more 
with  Member  1  in  this  condition. 

B.  The  effect  of  the  experimental  manipulations  on  the  subject's  behavior. 

As  in  our  previous  two  studies,  various  analyses  were  performed  to 
check  whether  the  subjects  behaved  differently  toward  Members  1  and  2,  and  to 
determine  the  effect  of  the  situational  variation  on  the  subject's  behavior. 
Table  12  presents  the  mean  number  of  messages  the  subject  sent  to  each  of  his 
coworkers  and  the  mean  number  of  times  he  complied  with  the  requests  of  his 
coworkers  in  each  condition.  Two-way  analyses  of  variance  were  performed  on 
these  variables;  the  two  main  effects  were  "Condition”  and  "Member."  The 
"Member"  factor  was  a  "within  subjects"  factor  since  it  represented  repeated 
measures  on  the  same  subjects.  The  results  of  these  analyses  are  also  given 
in  Table  12. 

The  main  reason  for  including  ,wo  situational  conditions  in  the  present 
experiment  was  the  expectation  that  these  conditions  would  produce  different 


Table  12 


Group  Means  of  Subject’s  Behavior  Toward  the  Two 
Members  and  Analyses  of  Variance  Results 


Experiment  III 


GROUP  MEANS  ANALYSES  OF  VARIANCE 

Bidependent  Unidependent 


Subject's 

Behavior 

Condition  .  ■; 

Member  1  Member  2 

v  Condition 
Member  1  Member  2 

F 

Condition 

F 

Member 

F 

Interaction 

Number  of 
messages  sent 

10.208 

9.792 

17.681 

2.318 

.000 

129.251* 

116.131* 

Number  of 
Compliances 

7.736 

8.111 

1.736 

12.361 

2.011 

74.698* 

70.458* 

Note  -  The  F  values  are  based  on  two-way  analyses  of  variance  with  "Condition" 
as  a  between-subjects  factor  and  "Member"  treated  as  a  repeated 
measures  factor;  df  =  1  and  142. 
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behaviors  without  affecting  traditional  attitudinal  measures  toward  the 
confederates.  Table  9  presented  results  showing  no  significant  differences 
between  conditions  in  either  attitudes  or  beliefs.  Table  12  presents  results 
in  support  of  our  expectations  based  on  the  different  patterns  of  inter¬ 
dependence.  In  the  unidependent  condition,  the  subjects  sent  more 
messages  to  Member  1  and  complied  more  with  Member  2.  These  differences  were 
significantly  greater  than  those  that  could  be  observed  in  the  bidependent 
condition  as  witnessed  by  the  significant  Condition  by  Member  interactions. 

It  can  further  be  predicted  that  the  significant  Member  effects  in 
Table  12  are  attributable  to  the  unidependent  condition  while  there  is  little 
or  no  difference  between  members  in  the  bidependent  condition.  Post-hoc 
comparisons  (cf.  Hays,  1963;  Ch.  14)  were  used  to  test  the  significance  of 
the  differences  between  members  in  each  of  the  two  conditions.  The  results 
of  these  analyses  fully  supported  the  hypothesis.  In  the  bidependent 
condition,  the  differences  between  the  means  for  Members  1  and  2  were  not 
significant  for  either  of  the  behavioral  measures.  In  the  unidependent 
condition,  however,  both  comparisons  were  significant  beyond  the  .01  level. 

We  can  thus  confidently  conclude  that  the  two  conditions  created  by 
the  variations  in  the  positioning  of  the  spirit  levels  on  the  triangle 
board  had  strong  differential  impacts  on  the  subject's  behaviors  in  these 
conditions.  In  contrast,  as  we  saw  above  (Table  9),  there  were  no 
significant  differences  in  the  subject's  attitudinal  ratings  of  his  coworkers 
under  the  two  conditions.  Thus,  these  traditional  attitudinal -type  measures 
cannot  account  for  the  strong  behavioral  differences  that  were  observed. 

It  should  be  rechllcd  that  different  behaviors  under  the  two  conditions 
would  be  expected  on  the  basis  of  a  reinforcement  hypothesis.  The  obtained 
results,  however,  did  not  conform  to  these  expectations.  Specifically,  in 
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the  unidependent  condition  (where  Member  1  was  more  reinforcing  than  Member 
2)  the  subjects  complied  less  with  Member  1  than  with  Member  2.  A  reinforce¬ 
ment  hypothesis  would  predict  more  compliance  with  Member  1. 

C.  The  correlational  prediction  of  behavior  from  beliefs  and  attitudes 

Table  13  presents  the  correlations  between  the  differences  in  the  pre¬ 
test  beliefs  and  attitudes  with  respect  to  Members  1  and  2,  and  the  differences 
in  the  subject's  communicative  and  compliance  behaviors  toward  these  two 
coworkers.  Since  the  correlations  obtained  in  the  two  conditions  were  very 
similar,  the  data  were  pooled  for  the  computation  of  the  correlations  in 
Table  13.  Similar  to  findings  in  the  first  two  experiments,  the  subject's 
behaviors  showed  only  minimal  relations  with  his  beliefs  about  and  attitudes 
toward  his  two  coworkers,  although  one  correlation  did  reach  statistical 
significance.  Also  consistent  with  previous  findings,  multiple  correlations 
did  not  improve  the  prediction  of  behavior. 

Correlations  between  the  subject's  own  behaviors  and  the  actual  and 
perceived  compliance  (i.e. ,  social  reinforcements)  by  his  two  coworkers  were 
also  computed  over  the  total  sample  of  144  subjects.  Once  again,  difference 
scores  were  used.  In  contrast  to  earlier  findings,  the  subject's  communi¬ 
cative  behavior  was  positively  related  to  the  actual  (r  *  .53,  p<*01)  and 
perceived  (r  *>  .61,  p  <.0l)  percent  compliance  (i.e.,  reinforcement)  by  his 
coworkers.  His  own  compliance  behavior,  however,  was  negatively  correlated 
with  the  amount  of  reinforcement  he  received  (r  •  -.20,  p  <.05  and  -.31,  p  <.01 
for  actual  and  perceived  compliance,  respectively). 

Thus,  some  evidence  for  a  reinforcement-behavior  relationship  was  found 
in  the  present  study  although  this  relationship  was  inconsistent.  Social 
reinforcet.ent  (compliance  by  the  coworkers)  was  found  to  be  positively  related 
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Table  13 

Correlations  Between  Pre-Test  Attitudinal 
Measures  and  Subject's  Behaviors  -  Difference  Scores 

Experiment  HI 


Attitudinal  Measures 
A 
BE 

Multiple  R 


No.  of  messages  sent 
-.02 
.03 
.031 


No.  of  compliances 
.19* 

.15 

.192 


p  <*05 

Note  -  N  *  144 

A  -  Attitudes  toward  the  coworkers 
BE  •  Beliefs  about  the  coworkers*  expertness 


to  the  subject’s  communicative  behavior  but  was  negatively  related  to  his 
degree  of  compliance. 

T.  The  effects  of  the  task  on  the  subject's  beliefs  and  attitudes 

To  determine  whether  the  subjects  rated  their  two  coworkers  differently 
after  the  task  than  before,  t- tests  were  performed  between  the  pre-test  and 
post-test  ratings  of  each  of  the  two  coworkers  on  the  A  and  BE  scales.  In 
the  bidependent  condition  the  post-test  belief  and  attitude  ratings  were 
significantly  higher  than  the  pre-test  ratings  for  each  of  the  subject's 
two  partners  (t7^  •  1.981  and  2.4S0,  p  <.05  for  changes  in  attitudes  toward 
Members  1  and  2,  respectively!  -  4.442  and  8.819,  p<  .01  for  changes  in 
beliefs  about  the  expertness  of  Members  1  and  2,  respectively).  Thus,  in 
the  standard  bidependent  condition  the  subjects  significantly  Increased 
their  attitudes  toward  both  partners  and  believed  that  both  partners  were 
more  expert  after  the  task.14  In  the  unidependent  condition,  although 
there  also  was  a  tendency  to  raise  the  ratings  of  the  coworkers,  these 
changes  did  not  reach  statistical  significance. 

In  order  to  assess  whether  the  changes  in  beliefs  and  attitudes  were  a 
function  of  the  coworkers'  compliance  with  the  subject,  correlations  between 
the  differences  in  their  actual  and  perceived  percent  compliance  behavior, 
and  changes  (from  pre-test  to  post-test)  in  the  subject's  ratings  of  them 
on  the  A  and  BE  scales  were  computed  over  the  total  sample  of  subjects.  [The 
results  in  the  two  situational  conditions  were  very  similar.) 

Consistent  with  our  previous  findings,  the  changes  in  the  subjects' 
attitudes  aid  beliefs  about  their  coworkers  were  significantly  related  to 
their  perceptions  of  the  coworkers'  compliance  behaviors  (l.e.,  perceived 
reinforcement)  on  the  task. 
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For  Member  1,  the  correlation*  between  perceived  compliance  end  changes 
in  attitudes  and  beliefs  were  .238  and  .266  (p  «.01)f  respectively.  For 
Member  2  these  correlations  were  .189  and  .195  (p<.05),  respectively.  Only 
o;.e  of  the  four  correlations  with  actual  compliance  reached  significance. 

Further,  there  was  again  limited  evidence  that  these  changes  were  related 
to  the  subject's  own  behavior.  Correlations  were  computed  between  changes 
in  the  subject's  beliefs  and  attitudes  with  respect  to  each  coworker  and  his 
communicative  and  compliance  behaviors  toward  each.  Only  one  of  the  eight 
correlations  was  significant.  The  greater  the  number  of  times  the  subject 
complied  with  Member  1,  the  more  he  changed  hit  attitude  toward  his  In  a 
positive  direction.  This  finding  again  provides  limited  evidence  for 
cognitive  bolstering.  Thus,  consistent  with  the  results  of  our  first  two 
studies,  we  fbund  that  the  attltudlnal  changes  that  took  place  were  related 
to  the  coworkers'  compliance  behaviors  and  to  some  extent  to  the  subject's 
own  compliance  behavior. 

Finally,  we  examined  the  degree  to  which  a  subject's  post-test  ratings 
of  his  coworkers  could  be  used  to  postdlct  his  behaviors  on  the  task.  In 
Table  14  the  differences  In  the  subject's  post-test  ratings  of  his  psrtnsrs 
on  the  A  and  BC  scales  are  correlated  with  the  differences  in  his  behaviors 
toward  them. 

Consistent  with  Experiment  ZZ,  relatively  low,  although  significant, 
correlations  were  found  for  the  subject's  compliance  behavior  and  non¬ 
significant  correlations  were  obtained  with  respect  to  communicative  behavior. 
Again,  multiple  correlations  did  little  to  improve  the  predictions. 

Thus,  consistent  with  previous  findings,  tho  subject's  post -tost  beliefs 
and  attitudes  tended  to  bo  better  predictors  of  his  compliance  behaviors 
vhan  his  pre-test  beliefs  and  attitudes. 


Table  14 

Correlations  Between  Post -Teat  Attitudinal  Measures 
end  Subject's  Behaviors  -  Difference  Scores 

Experiment  III 
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A  •  Attitudes  toward  the  cowockers 
K  •  Beliefs  about  the  coworkers'  expertness 


Conclusions  of  the  Traditional  Approach 
To  summarize  briefly,  as  in  Experiments  I  and  ZZ,  the  traditional 
attitudinal  approach  failed  to  predict  behavior  in  Experiment  HZ.  Again 
there  mss  little  or  no  support  for  an  attitude  behavior  relationship  even 
when  stimulus -specific  attitudinal  measures  we re  taken  or  when  the  various 
components  of  attitude  were  considered  simultaneously. 

*.i  contrast  to  previous  findings,  however,  the  present  study  seamed  to 
provide  some  support  for  the  behavior  theory  explanation  of  the  low  relation¬ 
ship  batuaan  attitudes  and  behavior,  that  la,  the  subject's  cows  sit  r  stive 
behavior  was  positively  related  to  the  perceived  percent  reinforcement  he 
received  from  his  coworfcers.  However,  contrary  to  this  explanation,  the 
perceived  percent  reinforcement  wee  negatively  related  to  hie  mpliawt 
behavior,  ihua,  the  reinforcamant  hypothesis  contributed  relatively  little 
to  our  understanding  of  the  attitude -behavior  relationship. 

While  we  were  forced  to  conclude  that  there  is  littls.  If  any,  evidence 
that  attitudes  determine  behavior,  the  findings  again  indicated  that  the 
subject's  task  experiences  somewhat  influenced  hie  attitudes  id  beliefs 
with  res  poet  to  hie  two  eoworteers.  Indeed,  ee  in  the  first  two  expert  monte. 
It  was  found  that  the  subject's  ettltudlnal-type  ratings  of  his  couortara 
changed  in  meaningful  ways.  Whan  e  coworkor  was  perceived  as  complying,  the 
subject  bacw  more  favorable  toward  that  coworker.  Similarly,  when  the 
subject  complied  with  e  given  coworker,  he  tended  to  become  more  favorable 
toward  that  coworkor,  or  aa  Oarard  has  suggested  he  tended  to  cognltl'ssly 
bolster  or  justify  his  own  behsvior.  Xndssd,  ths  most  consistent  finding 
throughout  the  three  experiments  is  that  sid»jects  do  change  their  beliefs, 
attitudes  end  behavioral  intentions  toward  their  ceweckers  In  aestingful 
ways  that  reflect  their  to*  experiences  with  these  coworkers. 
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An  Alternative  Approach  to  Behavioral  Prediction 

The  ev ldance  presented  up  to  this  point  lssds  us  to  concur  in  the 
conclusion  of  other  socisl  psychologists  that  there  is  little  support  for  a 
direct  relationship  between  attitude  and  behavior  toward  the  object  of  the 
attitude*  Indeed,  there  here  very  few  instances  in  our  experiments  where 
even  a  low  relationship  could  be  demonstrated.  The  remainder  of  this  paper 
deals  with  the  prediction  of  comm unlcatlve  and  compliance  behaviors  on  the 
basis  of  flshbeln's  extension  of  Dulany's  theory  of  propositional  control. 

It  may  be  recalled  that  in  this  theory  an  individual 'a  behavioral 
intention  (BX)  is  considered  to  be  tfcn  immediate  antecedent  of  hie  behavior. 
Thus,  in  the  preeent  experiment  we  would  expect  high  correlations  between  a 
subject's  intentions  to  communicate  and  comply  with  his  partners  and  the 
behaviors  that  ware  actually  observed— provided  that  an  appropriate  measure 
of  behavioral  intentions  had  been  obtained.  Further,  according  to  the 
theory,  these  behavioral  intentions  should  be  a  function  of  two  components i 
(1)  The  individual 's  attitude  toward  performing  the  behavior  (A-ect)  and 
(3)  his  beliefs  about  the  norms  governing  Uk  .  ehovlow  (HD)  multiplied  by 
hie  motivation  to  comply  with  theee  norms  (He). 

While  at  present  Flshbeln's  (1967a)  formulation  of  the  theory  says 
nothing  about  the  origins  of  social  normative  beliefs  or  the  motivation  to 
comply  with  the  norms,  it  does  specif;  that  i  person's  attitude  toward  the 
performance  of  any  act  is  a  function  of  his  beliefs  about  its  consequences. 

It  will  be  recalled  that.  In  the  present  study  ,  measures  were  taken  of 
such  beliefs  with  regard  to  communicative  ard  compliance  behaviors  (U-ect). 

It  is  expected  that  A -act  will  be  correlated  with  this  measure. 

As  to  normative  beliefs,  it  seemed  returnable  to  usow  that  the  relevant 
referents  for  the  subject  were  (1)  his  two  partners  and  (2)  the  experimenter. 
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In  the  absence  of  any  specific  theory,  we  felt  that  a  simple  summation  of 
the  perceived  expectations  of  these  three  referents  would  provide  an  adequate 
estimate  of  the  normative  component.  This  sum  was  denoted  :  E  NB(Hc). 

On  the  basis  of  the  theory,  it  is  to  be  expected  that  behavioral  intentions 
(BX)  can  be  accurately  predicted  from  A-act  and  ZNB(Mc)  in  a  multiple 
regression  equation. 

A  number  of  additional  implications  of  the  theory  Mill  presently  be 
discussed.  Let  us  now  consider  some  of  the  results. 

A.  Effects  of  the  experimental  manipulations  on  the  theory's  components 

Me  saw  earlier  that  the  differential  effects  of  the  two  task  structures 
on  behavior  could  not  be  explained  by  differences  in  traditional  attitudinal- 
type  variables  nor  were  they  completely  accounted  for  by  a  social  reinforcement 
hypothesis.  The  observed  differences  between  conditions,  however,  can  easily 
be  understood  in  terms  of  the  present  theory.  Zt  stands  to  reason  that  the 
triangle  board's  set-up  would  affect  the  perceived  utility  of  cooiaunlcatlng 
and  complying  with  the  other  group  members,  i.e.,  would  Influence  the 
attitudes  toward  these  acts  with  regard  to  each  partner.  Thus,  in  the 
hi  dependent  condition,  the  subject  would  be  expected  to  form  equally 
favorable  attitudes  toward  communicating  and  complying  with  his  two  partners 
The  set-up  In  the  unidependent  condition,  however,  should  lead  to  the 
perception  of  more  favorable  cavsequances  resulting  from  communicating  with 
Motor  1  (the  left  member)  and  cenplylng  with  Member  2  (the  right  member) 
due  to  the  differential  distribution  of  Information  among  the  group  members. 
Similar  considerations  say  also  have  influenced  the  normative  component,  i.e., 
the  perceived  expectations  of  the  other  members  and  the  expert  miter  as  well 
as  the  subject' a  motivation  to  comply. 

It  will  bo  recellod  that  t*a  overt  communicative  and  compliance  behaviors 
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were  found  to  conform  to  the  pattern  outlined  above.  That  is,  these  behaviors 
did  not  differ  significantly  between  members  in  the  bidependent  condition 
but  showed  the  expected  differences  in  the  unidependent  condition  (see 
Table  12,  page  60.1).  If  the  present  theory  is  to  account  for  these 
differences  then  we  would  expect  its  components  to  exhibit  the  same  effects 
under  the  two  situational  conditions.  Further,  since  A-act  is  considered  to 
be  closely  related  to  U-act,  the  belief  about  the  act's  consequences,  we 
would  also  expect  to  find  similar  effects  on  U-act.  Table  15  presents  the 
mean  U-act,  A-act,  ENB(Mc)  and  BI  with  respect  to  Member  1  and  Member  2  in 
each  of  the  two  conditions,  measured  before  the  task.  The  results  of  two-way 
analyses  of  variance  are  also  shown  in  Table  15.  The  two  main  effects  were 
Condition  and  Member,  the  latter  treated  as  a  repeated  measures  factor. 

It  can  be  seen  that  the  Member  effects  were  significant  for  all 
dependent  variables  except  U-act  with  respect  to  compliance.  Thus,  the 
differences  in  communicative  and  compliance  behaviors  found  earlier  may  be 
related  to  the  differences  in  the  model's  components.  Inspection  of  the 
group  means  shows  vhat  the  differences  between  members  in  the  unidependent 
condition  were  in  the  expected  directions;  also  as  expected,  there  were  only 
minor  differences  between  menberr  in:.the  bidependent  condition. 

Post-'oc  comparisons  were  computed  in  order  to  test  the  hypothesis  that 
the  significant  Member  effects  were  due  to  the  differences  between  members 
in  the  unidependent  condition  rather  than  to  the  differences  in  the 
bidependent  condition.  This  prediction  was  fully  supported.  With  respect  to 
both  communication  and  compliance,  none  of  the  differences  between  the  two 
members  in  the  bidependent  condition  reached  statistical  significance.  In 
the  unidependent  condition,  the  differences  between  members  for  A-act  and 
£  MB  (Me)  were  significant  beyond  the  .01  level;  for  BI  it  was  significant 
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Table  15 

Group  Means  of  Pre-Test  U-act,  A-act,  END (Me)  and  BI 
and  Analyses  of  Variance  Results 

Experiment  III 


GROUP  MEANS 

ANALYSES  OF  VARIANCE 

Bidependent 

Condition 

Unidependent 

Condition 

F 

F 

F 

Component 

Member  1 

Member  2 

Member  1 

Member  2 

Condition 

Member 

Interaction 

Instructions 

U-act 

6.292 

6.361 

6.404 

4.139 

53.964** 

54. 386* • 

61.488* • 

A-act 

22.542 

22.569 

23.528 

16.611 

16. 342* • 

50. 006* • 

50.815** 

ENB(Kc) 

83.925 

80.014 

86.944 

46.000 

20.259** 

96. 910* • 

68.039** 

BI 

10.375 

9.625 

16.069 

3.931 

0.000 

102. 251* • 

79. 814* • 

Compliance 

U-act 

5.708 

5.847 

4.889 

5.319 

9.648** 

2.466 

.647 

A-act 

20.056 

21.472 

17.417 

20.625 

6.657* 

12.387** 

1.859 

ENB(Mc) 

88.167 

92.372 

70.611 

94.083 

4.028* 

34.025** 

16.479** 

BI 

6.806 

7.056 

5.806 

6.875 

2.451 

4.669* 

1.801 

Mote  -  The  F  values  are  based  on  two-way  analyses  of  variance  where  "Member"  was 
treated  as  a  within -subjects  factor;  df  -  1  and  142. 

U-act  -  Belief  about  the  utility  of  an  act 

A-act  -  Attitude  toward  an  act 

ENB(Mc)  a  Sum  of  normative  beliefs  timer  motivation  to  comply 
BI 

p  <  .05 

t# 

p  <  .01 


Behavioral  intention 
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at  the  .05  level.  U-act  was  only  significantly  different  vis  a  vis 
communication  between  members. 

Thus,  as  for  the  behavioral  measures  (see  Table  12,  page  60.1),  the 
significant  Member  effects  in  the  model's  components  could  be  attributed 
to  the  unidependent  condition  while  there  were  no  significant  differences  in 
the  bidependent  condition. 

B.  Correlational  prediction  of  behavioral  intentions  and  actual  behavior 
Since  the  theory  of  propositional  control  did  not  lead  us  to  expect 
different  correlations  between  its  components  under  the  two  task  structure 
conditions  and  since  no  appreciable  differences  were  found,  it  was  decided 
to  pool  the  data  of  the  two  conditions  for  purposes  of  the  correlational 
analyses  to  be  presented  in  this  section. 

Before  dealing  with  the  prediction  of  behavioral  intentions  (BI)  and 
overt  behavior  (B),  the  correlations  between  A-act  and  U-act  in  the  pre-test 
and  the  post-test  questionnaires  were  computed.  As  expected,  these  correlations 
were  high  and  significant.  On  the  pre-test,  the  correlations  were  .64  and 
.68  for  instructions  and  compliance,  respectively.  The  same  correlations 
were  .81  and  .84  on  the  post-test  (p  <.01  for  all  correlations).  These 
findings  provide  some  support  for  the  notion  that  the  attitude  toward  an  act 
(A-act)  is  a  function  of  the  beliefs  about  its  consequences  and  the  evalu¬ 
ation  of  these  consequences.  In  the  analyses  to  follow,  only  A-act  is  used 
as  a  measure  of  the  attitudinal  component. 

1.  The  prediction  of  behavioral  intentions 

The  immediate  purpose  of  the  theory  of  propositional  control  is  the 
prediction  of  behavioral  intentions.  A-act  and  ENB(Mc)  should  provide  high 
multiple  correlations  with  BI.  Clear  support  for  this  prediction  can  be 
found  in  Table  16.  There,  the  correlation  coefficients  of  A-act  and  E  NB(Mc) 
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with  intentions  to  send  instructions  and  to  comply  are  given.  As  in  previous 
analyses,  difference  sco'cs  betviecr.  the  two  members  were  used.  In  addition, 
Table  16  presents  the  regression  coefficients  and  the  multiple  correlations 
of  A-art  and  EfrB(Mr )  on  BI.  As  predicted,  the  multiple  correlations  on 
BI  for  instructions  and  compliance  behaviors  were  high  and  significant, 
lending  support  for  the  general  validity  of  the  extended  version  of  the 
theory  of  propositional  control. 

2.  The  prediction  of  overt  behavior  from  behavioral  Intentions 

It  should  be  apparent  by  now  that  the  capability  of  the  present  theory 
to  predict  overt  behavior  is  a  function  of  the  correlation  between  BI  and  B. 
Wc  hove  seen  above  that  BI  could  be  predicted  with  relatively  high  accuracy 
from  A-act  and  END (Me).  We  now  need  to  examine  the  correlation  between  BI 
and  B. 

The  reader  may  recoil  that  a  high  degree  of  correspondence  between  BI 
and  B  is  expected  only  to  the  extent  that  an  appropriate  measure  of  BI  has 
been  obtained.  In  particular,  the  behavioral  intention  has  to  be  specific 
to  the  behavior  under  question  and  be  measured  as  close  in  time  as  possible 
to  the  actual  behavior.  This  second  condition  is  designed  to  insure  that 
BI  has  not  changed  between  the  time  of  its  measurement  and  the  performance 
of  the  behavior.  There  is  reason  to  believe,  however,  that  in  the  course  of 
interaction  between  the  three  group  members,  BI  may  change  as  the  result  of 
changes  in  A-act  and  Enb(Mc).  Thus,  the  behavioral  intention  measured  in 
the  pre-test  questionnaire  may  differ  greatly  from  that  existing  toward  the 
end  of  the  interaction.  This,  of  course,  would  act  to  reduce  the  BI-B 
correlation. 

At  least  two  reasons  may  be  suggested  for  possible  changes  in  BI  as  a 
result  of  interaction.  First,  at  the  beginning  of  the  experiment,  a  person 
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Table  16 

Correlations,  Regression  Coefficients,  and  Multiple  Correlations 
of  the  Model's  Components  (A-acc  and  END  (Me )  1  on  Bit 
Pre-Test  -  Difference  Scores 

Experiment  m 

Correlation  Coefficients  Regression  Coefficients  Multiple 


A-act 

EN3(Mc) 

A-act 

ite(Mc) 

Correlations 

Instructions 

.599 

.666 

.295 

.478 

.704 

Compliance 

.573 

.493 

.432 

.248 

.608 

Note  -  N  -  144,  all  correlations  and  regression  coefficients  are  significant 
(p  <.01) 

A-act  -  Attitude  toward  an  act 

ENB(Mc)  ■  Sum  of  normative  beliefs  times  motivation  to  comply 
BI  -  Behavioral  intention 
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m/  to  Jfc-d  instructions  to,  say,  Ntitsr  2.  Out  If  ha  looms  thot 

tills  renter  tends  rot  to  cenply  with  his  instructions,  ho  is  Ufcoly  to 
cl«»je  his  Attitude  toward  conrua  stli^  with  this  imUr  snd  ho  will  thus 
wdl/y  his  LohAviorsl  intentions  Accordingly.  Indeed,  it  will  bo  recoiled 
tMt  e  significant  corroletion  of  .51  was  obtained  between  rsinforcemmt 
(i.e.,  canpliarca  by  e  given  partner)  end  the  subject's  coieiuniCAtive 
tehsvior. 

-emnd,  it  Appears  reosoteble  thst  o  subject's  compliance  behavior,  end 
behavioral  intention,  will  be  Influenced  by  the  nsture  of  the  instructions 
he  receives.  Thus,  s  person  may  Initielly  intend  to  comply  with  Hsmbmr  1, 
but  if  in  the  course  of  Interaction  he  looms  thst  Wssfcar  1  tends  to  send 
instructions  which  do  not  eg  roe  with  his  own  perception  es  to  whit  ho  should 
do,  he  will  be  likely  to  nodlfy  his  ootlvetlon  to  cowply  with  this  partner 
end  thus  change  his  Cl.  Zt  la  for  this  reason  thst  the  -Inconpstlbility 
Index**  (II)  was  nortputed.  It  will  be  recalled  thst  this  index  lncrosses  with 
the  degree  of  absolute  discrepancy  between  the  instructions  received  free 
e  given  group  nosfcer  snd  the  subject's  personal  beliefs  about  the  boot 
course  of  action,  we  would  thus  expect  o  negative  correlation  between  II 
and  coi  lienee  behavior i  that  la,  the  higher  the  lneeopetibiiity,  the  lees 
should  the  subject  cooply  with  the  received  instructions. 

Thus,  the  percent  rolnforc— ant  s  subject  receives  should  influence  hie 
behavior  over  and  above  the  initial  pre-teat  BZ  with  regard  to  ce— units tivo 
behavior.  Similarly,  tha  pre-toat  Incompatibility  Index  (n})  dmld 
influence  his  coepiisnce  behavior  in  addition  to  hie  initial  compliance 
intan  tiono. 

Those  considerations,  however,  also  imply  that  tha  relative  importance 
of  reinforcement  snd  ineoepstibility  in  the  prediction  of  behavior  should 
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decline  sharply  when  the  post-test  measure  of  nz  is  ereu  to  8.  That 

la,  after  the  subjects  have  had  experience  in  ir.teractlor,,  the  thirds  they 
hsve  learned  about  the  compliance  of  their  partners  end  about  the  reasonable- 
ness  of  their  partner's  instructions  should  be  reflected  in  the  measures  of 
DI  on  the  poet-test  questionnaire.  Adding  percent  relnforcerei  t  to  Cl  for 
the  prediction  of  ccrruricatlve  behavior  and  addin?  II  to  RI  for  :he  pre¬ 
diction  of  compliance  should  thus  have  the  following  effects:  (1)  uher  the 
pre-test  bl  is  used,  the  additional  variables  should  contribute  significantly 
to  the  prediction  of  behavior  but  (2)  who?  th*»  poet-test  UI  is  used,  there 
should  be  no  significant  contribution  f ran  the  aodltionel  variables. 

Table  17  presents  results  relevant  to  these  considerations .  The  first 
coli«n  gives  the  correlations  between  SI  end  B.  It  c.\n  be  seen  first  that 
all  correlations  were  significant.  tftille  the  correlations  for  communicative 
behavior  were  quite  high,  the  correlations  for  compliance  (particularly  whan 
pre-test  measures  were  used)  were  much  lower.  Indeed,  it  should  be  noted 
that  in  all  esses  the  poet-test  measures  of  l*I  correlated  nore  highly  with 
D  than  did  the  pre-test  measures. 

Column  2  in  Table  17  presents  the  correlations  of  rercent  reinforcement 
with  communicative  behavior  and  the  correlations  of  the  Incompatibility  Index 
with  compliance.  As  mentioned  previously,  XZ  was  obtained  only  for  78 
subjects.  The  correlations  with  D,  the  regression  coefficients  and  the 
multiple  correlations  are  all  based  on  these  73  subjects  only. 

The  positive  correlation  between  percent  reinforcement  and  the  number  of 
instructions  sent  by  the  subject  has  been  previously  discussed.  The  pre¬ 
test  Incompatibility  Index  (X2^)  correlated  negatively  with  conplioncc 
behavior,  as  expected.  Looking  at  the  regression  coefficients  in  Table  17, 
it  can  be  seen  that  our  predictions  concerning  their  relative  weights  in  the 
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Co:  relations  of  Oahavioc  with  Oohtvloral  Intontiona  (BX)V 
%  Ba  nforca— nt»  ttrx S  th#  Incoctpatltillt/  Jndax  (J2)  -  Diffaranca  Scores 

Cxporlinw.t  HI 


£7(11*144)  nou7n) 


BX(H*70)  XI (ft*  78) 


R(N*78) 
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P»*U3t  va.  post-test  were  supported.  Percent  relnforc«WRt  and  II  cvri«) 
highly  significant  weights  whan  combined  with  the  pre-test  measures  of  SI. 

Their  weights  dropped  to  nortslgniflcent  when  the  poet-test  measures  of  hi 
were  employed. 

Finally,  Table  17  preterits,  highly  significant  multiple  correlations  for 
the  prediction  of  overt  behavior,  while  these  multiple  correlations  were 
significant  and  while  they  held  for  both  types  of  fpehnvior,  the  prediction 
of  compliance  behavior  tended  to  be  less  successful  than  the  prediction  of 
communication.  Although  these  reeults  are  in  support  of  the  present  theory 
they  do  indicate  the  need  for  further  investigations  of  the  relationship 
between  behavioral  intentions  and  overt  behavior. 

3.  The  prediction  of  overt  behavior  fron  A-act  end  INB(Hc) 

In  the  previous  sections  it  was  shown  that  (1)  the  nodal  lad  to  highly 
successful  predictions  of  initial  (l.e.f  pre-test)  intentions  to  coenunlcata 
and  comply,  and  (2)  while  the  initial  intentions  to  comesmlcate  predicted 
actual  co— unlc stive  behavior  reasonably  well  (rM  Q  •  .690),  the  initial 
intentions  to  ceeply  were  only  moderately  related  to  actual  compliance 
behavior.  Thus,  while  wa  would  expect  relatively  good  predictions  of 
communicative  behavior  from  the  model's  components  [  i.a.,  A-sct  and  I  NS  (Me)] , 
wa  would  expect  only  moderate  success  in  predicting  compliance  behavior. 
Multiple  correlations  of  A -act  and  CNB(Mc)  on  behavior  confirmed  these 
expectations.  The  multiple  correlations  were  .619  (p  <  .01)  for  instructions 
and  .3S6  (p  <.01)  for  compliance. 

C.  Effects  of  the  task  on  the  model's  components. 

It  was  argued  earlier  that  behavioral  intentions  tend  to  change  es  the 
result  of  interaction.  At  least  three  possible  sources  of  change  in  intentions 
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during  the  course  o'  the  group  task  situation  can  ho  Identified! 

1)  The  behavior  of  a  subject's  rework  ere  cm  influence  his  intentions. 
That  is,  we  sou  earlier  that  the  subject  tended  to  change  his 
coeeunlration  intentions  to  reflect  the  reinforcement  he  received 
fron  his  coworkers  and  he  changed  his  compliance  Intentions  to 
reflect  the  degree  of  compatibility  between  his  expectations  «d 
his  coworkers*  instructions. 

2)  As  a  subject  teeoeec  no  re  competent  on  the  task,  this  should  be 
reflected  in  his  intentions;  and 

3)  There  may  be  sons  cognitive  bolstering— l.e.,  the  subject  eey  try  to 
bring  his  Intentions  "into  line"  with  his  actual  behavior. 

It  is  assumed  that  these  changes  in  BX  reflect  changes  in  A -set  and/or 
iNB(Mc).  That  is.  If  behavioral  intentions  are  functions  of  attltudlnal 
and  normative  considerations,  then,  according  to  the  theory,  changes  in 
intentions  should  be  e  function  of  changes  in  A-act  and  END  (He).  Support 
for  this  hypothesis  is  presented  in  Table  18  where  the  correlations  between 
changes  in  A -act,  EnB(Mc),  and  BX  ere  presented.  Xn  addition,  Table  18 
presents  the  regression  coefficients  of  A  A-act  and  AXNBOfe)  on  ABX  as 
well  as  the  significant  aultiple  correlations  between  changes  in  the  two 
components  ard  changes  in  BX.  Thee#  date  nake  it  cleer  that  the  above 
mentioned  sources  of  potential  change  in  BX  operate  through  A-act  and 
X  Nil  (Me). 

1.  Changes  in  A-act  end  IHB(Hc)  as  e  function  of  the  group  task 
interaction  ' 

Intentions  to  comunicete  and  comply  say  have  bean  influenced  by 
"reinforcenent”  end  "Incompatibility"  respectively.  More  specifically,  it 
was  argued  that  these  "intervening  events"  led  to  changes  in  the  model's 
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Table  It 

Correlation*,  tagrtuion  Coefficients,  and  Nultiplo  Correlation* 
Oetveen  Changes  in  the  Model* a  Component*  (.  •act  and  rHB(Nel) 
and  Change*  in  Behavioral  Intentions 

experiment  23Z 


Correlation  Coefficients 

ftegreeslon  Coefficients 

Multiple 

Instructions 

A -act 

DC  (Me) 

ilC  (Me) 

Correlations 

Masher  1 

,255»» 

•237** 

.211** 

•  IBB* 

,)U" 

Masher  2 

Coeoliance 

.348** 

,'ni" 

•287** 

.410** 

Marti  ar  1 

•478* • 

•288** 

.««« 

•0f3 

.41V* 

Masher  2 

•538** 

.112" 

.455** 

.2a** 

,i74** 

Note  -  N  -  144 

A -act  •  Attitude  toward  an  act 

tiBQle)  •  Burn  of  normative  beliefs  tinea  Motivation  to  coolly 

A  change  in  the  favorable  direction  was  scored  positively,  a  change 
in  the  unfavorable  direction  wes  ococod  negatively. 

•p<.05 

••p  <  .01 
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oo»f>or*nt*  wx*  t  POv-)|  end  Uwt  U«m  chary?**  prodxv-d  th* 

ehangee  In  BI.  Table  19  prtwU  th*  mivUMt »•*  o«/w*~-  th*  charge*  in 
A -act,  IimCHc),  and  th*  actual  and  perceived  reinforces »nt  received  by  »h» 
subject  as  well  as  th*  Meat  Xrconpatinlllty  Index  (Hj  and  IIj).  Consistent 
with  expectations,  these  "intervening  events"  Influenced  A-ect  and  l  NB(Hc). 
Reinforcaamnt  was  significantly  related  to  ettitud**  toward,  and  normative 
b*li*fs  about,  s«ndlng  messages  while  the  degree  of  incoepetlbillty 
influenced  attitudes  toward,  and  normative  beliefs  about  compliance. 

2.  Change*  in  BI.  A-ect.  and  XMBtwc)  as  a  function  of  increased 


Increased  caepetence  nay  express  itself  in  pro-  to  post-test  changes  of 
the  Model's  components,  1.*.,  of  A -act,  t  KB  (We),  and  BX  that  indicate 
greater  comprehension  of  the  teak's  requirements.  MS  would  expect  that, 
in  the  uni  da  pendant  condition,  post-test  measures  of  those  variable*  would 
reflect  the  differential  usefulness  of  communicative  and  compliance  behaviors 
toward  the  two  namtara  to  an  even  stronger  degree  than  the  pre-test 
measures.  That  la,  in  the  unidapandant  condition,  A -act,  i  MB  Ole),  and  BX 
for  communication  should  increase  with  regard  to  Naadwr  1  and  decrease  with 
regard  to  Wamhar  2.  Similarly,  for  compliance  behavior  those  variables  should 
decrease  toward  Weaker  I  and  increase  toward  Washer  2.  Thus,  in  the 
unldepandent  condition,  the  differences  he  tween  maadiara  should  be  greater  on 
the  post-teat  than  on  the  pre-test.  There  is,  however,  no  reason  to  expect 
any  great  changes  in  the  bidepandent  condition.  Xf  anything,  the  measures  for 
the  two  members  might  become  more  nearly  equivalent,  i.e.,  the  differences 
between  members  should  be  smeller  en  the  post-test  than  on  the  pre-test. 

T-tests  compering  pro-  and  poet-teat  differences  between  the  ammbors 
en  A-ect,  KB (We),  and  BX  demonstrate  considerable  support  for  these 
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Table  19 

Correlations  Between  Changes  in  the  Model's  corporate  ( A-nct, 
Iffl(Mc))  and  "Intervening  Events"  (actual  ind  perceived 
relrforcecent  by  tteeberr.  r«oejv»tiblllty  Ir-der  (ID) 

Experiaert  117 


Berber  1  Member  2 


%  Reinforce-  %  Reinforce-  X  Reinforce-  %  Jielriforee- 

eentt  Actual  sent « Perceived  13  rent:  Actual  eenti Perceived  riU 


(11.140 

(11*144) 

(H*78) 

01.144) 

(H.144) 

(K.78) 

XHsmicrxoKi 

AA-act 

.297« 

.005 

-.031 

•  301## 

.331** 

-.174 

fit*®  (Mr) 

-.035 

-.016 

-.109 

.147 

.232»* 

-.011 

CCNPtl/JCS 

AA-act 

-.003 

-.153 

-.436»» 

-.040 

-,226»» 

-,289** 

amine) 

.073 

-.078 

..2J8» 

-.104 

-.ii!3 

.052 

Note  -  A  change  in  the  favorable  direction  was  scored  positively,  a  change 
In  the  unfavorable  direction  was  scored  negatively. 


*p  «.05 

•• 

p  <.01 
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hypotheses.  In  the  bidependent  condition,  with  one  exception,  the  differences 
between  the  nenberr  decreased  on  the  post-test  although  none  of  thebe  changes 
reached  statistical  significance.  Except  for  A-act  toward  compliance  (where 
the  difference  decreased  non-cignificantly — t?^  ■  .629)  the  differences 
between  renters  in  the  unidependent  condition  increased  as  expected. 
Specifically,  increases  were  significant  for  ENB(Mc)  with  respect  to  both 
communication  and  compliance  \t7j  ■  2.001,  p  <.05  and  t?1  -  3.145,  p  < .01, 
respectively)  and  for  DI  with  respect  to  communication  (t?^  ■  2.272,  p<  .05). 
While  the  differences  for  A-act  with  respect  to  communication  and  for  BI 
with  respect  to  compliance  also  increased,  these  increments  were  not  sig¬ 
nificant  (t?  -  1.812  and  1.024,  respectively).  Thus,  in  support  of  the 

hypothesis  of  Increased  competence,  the  subjects'  post-test  questionnaire 
responses  conformed  more  closely  to  the  task's  requirements  than  did  their 
pre-test  responses. 

3.  Changes  in  BI,  A-act.  and  iNB(Mc)  as  a  function  of  cognitive 
bolstering. 

According  to  Gerard  (196S)  and  others,  subjects  may  bring  their  post¬ 
test  questionnaire  responses  into  line  with  their  foregoing  behaviors.  In 
order  to  test  this  hypothesis,  correlations  were  computed  between  the 
pre-  to  poet-test  changes  in  the  model's  variables  [A-act,  ENB(Mc),  and 
BI  toward  communicative  and  compliance  behaviors  ]  and  behavior  on  the  task 
(number  of  instructions  end  number  of  compliances  with  respect  to  each 
member)  •  These  correlations,  presented  in  Table  20,  provide  support  for  a 
cognitive  bolstering  effect. 

To  summarize  briefly  then,  it  can  be  seen  that  various  "events"  occurring 
during  the  group-task  interaction  influence  and  produce  changes  in  A-act  and 
iKDC'c),  and  these  changes  in  turn  influence  behavioral  intentions.  Thus, 
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Table  20 


Correlations  of  Pre-  to  Post-Test  Changes  in  the  Model's  Components 
[A-act,  FNB(Mc) ]  and  Behavioral  Intentions  (BI)  wich  Subject's  Eehavior 

Subject's  Behavior  Toward 


Member  1 

Member  2 

AA-act 

.022 

.202* 

Instructions 

AENB(Mc) 

.109 

.364** 

abi 

.365** 

.365** 

AA-act 

;  .362** 

• 

H 

CO 

H 

e 

Compliance 

AENB(Mc) 

.297** 

.097 

ABI 

.329** 

.299** 

p  <  .05 

•  • 

p  <  .01 

Note  -  N  -  144 


A  change  in  the  favorable  direction  was  scored  positively,  a 
change  in  the  unfavorable  direction  was  scored  negatively. 
Changes  with  respect  to  instructions  are  correlated  with  the 
number  of  messages  the  subject  sent  to  each  coworker,  while 
changes  with  re-pect  to  compliance  are  correlated  with  the 
number  of  times  the  subject  complied  with  each  coworker. 
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ire-test  measures  of  intentions  nay  not  be  the  most  appropriate  measure  for 
predicting  behavior  over  a  scries  of  trials.  However,  given  the  fact  that 
HI,  A -act  a; >d  I.'iD(Itr)  change  over  time,  two  questions  need  to  be  considered: 

1)  Is  it  possible  to  predict  post-test  measures  of  BI  from  post-test 
reasures  of  the  model's  components  (i.e.,  A -act  and  INB(Mc)];  and 

2)  Given  the  reasonably  high  post-test  BI-B  correlations,  does  the 
theory  lend  to  successful  prediction  of  behavior? 

Tine  answers  to  both  questions  are  examined  in  Tabic  21.  Comparing 
Table  21  with  Table  1G,  p.  60.1,  it  can  be  seen  that  the  predictions  of  BI 
from  post-test  measures  of  A-act  and  CUB(Kc)  tended  to  be  more  accurate 
than  from  the  sane  variables  measured  before  the  task.  The  same  is  true 
with  respect  to  the  postdiction  of  behavior.  Even  more  importantly,  however. 

It  can  be  seen  that  the  model  led  to  highly  significant  predictions  of  the 
two  intentions  and  the  two  behaviors.  That  is,  in  marked  contrast  to  the 
traditional  approach,  the  present  analysis  did  lead  to  consistent  prediction 
of  behavioral  intentions,  and,  where  the  intention  was  appropriate  to  a 
given  behavior,  this  approach  also  led  to  behavioral  prediction. 

Conclusion  of  the  Alternative  Approach 

The  preset  t  study  has  provided  considerable  support  for  Fishbein's  (1967a, 
1969)  extension  of  Dular.y's  \1967)  theory  of  propositional  control.  The 
results  indicated  that  a  subject's  intentions  to  communicate  and  comply  with 
his  coworkers  were  predictable  from  a  consideration  of  his  attitudes  toward 
performing  these  behaviors  and  his  perceptions  of  what  others  expected  him 
to  do  (MB)  multiplied  by  his  motivation  to  comply  with  these  expectations  (Me). 
More  importer tly,  those  intentions  were  significantly  related  to  actual 
communicative  and  compliance  behaviors,  and  thus,  the  theory  permitted  a 
significant  degree  of  behavioral  prediction.  Further,  although  it  was 


Table  21 


Correlations,  Regression  Coefficients,  and  Multiple  Correlations 
of  the  Model's  Components  [A-act  and  EMB(Mc) )  on  Behavioral  Intentions  (BI) 
and  Behavior  (B)  Post-Test  -  Difference  Scores 

Experiment  III 


Correlation  Coefficients  Regression  Coefficients  Multiple 


Criterion 

A-act 

I  MB (Me) 

A-act 

EHB(Mc) 

Correlations 

BI 

.661 

.786 

.253 

.607 

.606 

Instructions 

B 

.636 

.761 

.199 

.621 

.774 

BI 

.739 

.606 

.585 

.255 

.765 

Compliance 

B 

.522 

.538 

.311 

.351 

.593 

Note  -  All  correlations  and  regression  coefficients  are  significant  (p<.01), 
N-144. 


found  that  tho  pre-test  neosures  of  intentions  to  cocsnunicate  and  to  coeply 
were  not  as  highly  ccrrelated  with  actual  behaviors  as  had  been  hoped,  it 
w<ir.  w’  owt  that  this  was  due  to  the  fact  that  certain  events  occurring  during 
the  pet  romance  of  the  task  produced  changes  in  intentions,  as  well  as  in 
behaviors.  Several  other  hypotheses  related  to  the  theory  were  also 
supported.  For  ex-nplc,  according  to  the  theory  the  influence  on  B2  (and 
hence  on  D)  of  any  variable  external  to  the  theory'  should  be  mediated  by  its 
two  predictors  ,  A- act  and  DT.(nc).  In  support  of  this  hypothesis,  it  was 
shown  that  the  significant  effects  on  behavior  of  task  structure,  social 
reinforcement,  and  incompatibility  were  all  reflects  in  the  model's 
components. 

General  Overview  and  Discussion 

Cne  purpose  of  the  present  series  of  studies  was  to  investigate  the 
validity  of  three  explanations  that  have  been  offered  to  account  for  the 
often  obtained  lack  of  relationship  between  attitudes  and  behavior: 

(1)  incompleteness  of  attitude  measures;  (2)  inappropriateness  of  attitude 
measures;  and  (3)  moderative  effects  of  reinforcement.  All  three  studies 
were  designed  to  permit  an  analysis  of  the  attitude-behavior  relationship 
where  (1)  independent  measures  of  cognitions  and  conations  were  obtained  in 
addition  to  iffect  (which  is  the  most  common  measure  of  attitude);  (2)  all 
of  the  attitudinal  measures  were  token  with  respect  to  the  particular  person 
with  whom  the  subject  was  to  Interact;  and  (3)  the  nature  of  the  social 
reinforces*!  t  the  subject  received  varied  in  a  way  which  should  have  permitted 
social  reinforcement  to  moderate  the  attitude-behavior  relationship  in  some 
of  the  experimental  conditions. 

Generally  speaking,  little  or  no  support  was  found  for  any  of  these 
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explanations.  First,  in  none  of  the  three  studies  were  a  subject's 
communicative  or  compliance  behaviors  significantly  related  to  his  attitudes 
toward  his  coworkers.  Second,  contrary  to  a  multidimensional  viewpoint, 
the  simultaneous  consideration  of  cognition  and  conation  in  addition  to  the 
affective  attitude  measure  did  not  produce  any  significant  increase  in 
behavioral  prediction.  Third,  contrary  to  a  behavior  theory  explanation, 
neither  the  manipulation  of  feedback  (Experiment  I)  nor  the  manipulation  of 
the  ratio  of  reinforcement  received  by  the  subject  (Experiment  fl) 
significantly  influenced  communicative  or  compliance  behaviors.  Further, 
although  the  subject's  perception  of  the  percent  of  social  reinforcement 
given  him  by  his  coworkers  was  positively  related  to  his  communicative 
behavior  in  Experiment  III  (this  relationship  was  non-significant  in 
Experiments  I  and  H ),  his  perception  of  the  percent  of  social  reinforcement 
he  received  was  negatively  correlated  with  his  compliance  behaviors  in  this 
experiment  (again,  the  correlations  were  non-significant  in  Experiments  I 
and  II).  In  sisn,  neither  his  attitudes  toward  his  coworkers,  nor  his 
perception  of  the  reinforcement  he  received  from  them  were  consistently 
related  to  the  subject's  communicative  or  compliance  behaviors  vis  c  vis 
his  coworkers. 

In  marked  contrast,  compliance  behavior  and  perception  of  the  amount  of 
reinforcement  received  were  consistently  and  significantly  related  to  changes 
in  beliefs,  attitudes  and  behavioral  intentions  toward  the  coworkers.  Thus, 
while  neither  "attitudinal  variables"  nor  "social  reinforcement"  seemed  to 
have  any  consistent  effect  on  behavior,  these  behaviors  and  the  perceived 
reinforcement  did  "feed  back"  upon  the  attitudinal  variables. 

Clearly,  these  results  are  not  very  encouraging  from  a  traditional 
attitudinal  approach.  Indeed,  if  anything,  they  provide  additional  support 
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for  the  irgunent  that  there  is  no  consistent  relationship  between  these 
traditional  measures  of  attitudes  and  behavior.  Furthermore,  the  present 
series  of  studies  has  failed  to  provide  support  for  any  of  the  three 
frequently  offered  explanations  for  the  low  and  inconsistent  attitude* 
behavior  relationship. 

A  newly  developed  theory  has  therefore  been  presented  which  provides 
not  only  a  reasonable  explanation  for  this  lack  of  relationship  but  at  the 
same  time  suggests  an  alternative  approach  to  the  problem  of  behavioral 
prediction  based  an  attitudinal -type  variables.  Dulany's  (1967)  theory  of 
propositional  control  and  its  extension  co  social  behavior  (Fishbcin,  1967a, 
1969)  deals  with  the  prediction  of  behavioral  intentions  (BI)  and  corres¬ 
ponding  overt  behaviors  (B).  According  to  the  model,  an  individual's  inten¬ 
tions  to  perform  any  behavior  (and  thus  his  actual  performance  of  that 
behavior)  ara  viewed  as  a  function  of  (1)  his  attitudes  toward  performing 
the  behavior  (A-act)  and  (2)  his  beliefs  about  the  "norms"  governing  that 
behavior  (NB)  weighted  by  his  motivation  to  comply  with  those  norms  (Me). 

Any  other  variable  is  assumed  to  Influence  behavioral  intentions  (and  thus 
behavior)  only  indirectly,  by  influencing  one  or  both  of  these  two  deter¬ 
minants  (i.e.,  by  influencing  either  the  attitudinal  or  the  normative  com¬ 
ponent)  or  their  relative  weights.  Thus,  traditional  attitudinal  variables 
such  as  (1)  attitude  (or  affect)  toward  a  given  person;  (2)  beliefs  about 
that  person;  or  (3)  general  intentions  (e.g.,  to  subordinate  himself;  or 
to  show  social  acceptance,  etc.)  toward  the  person,  should  only  be  related  to 
specific  behavioral  intentions  (and  thus  to  behavior)  if  these  traditional 
variables  influence  A-act,  NB(Mc),  or  their  relative  weights.  Clearly  then, 
one  would  not  expect  traditional  attitudinal  variables  to  be  consistently 
related  to  different  behaviors  under  varying  conditions. 


Experiment  HI  provided  considerable  support  for  these  notions.  First, 
consistent  with  the  central  equation  of  the  theory,  a  subject's  initial 
intentions  to  communicate  with  his  coworkers  were  correlated  .704  with  the 
model's  predictors  while  his  initial  intentions  to  comply  were  correlated 
.608  with  the  model's  predictors.  Following  the  task,  these  multiple 
correlations  were  .806  and  .765,  respectively.  In  contrast  to  this,  the 
multiple  correlations  of  the  traditional  measures  of  attitude  and  beliefs 
were  only  .107  (non-significant)  with  pre-test  intentions  to  communicate 
and  .321  (p  <.01)  with  pre-test  intentions  to  comply.  Following  the  task, 
these  multiple  co  relations  were  .119  (non-signific  rnt)  for  communication 
and  .448  (p  <.0l)  for  compliance. 

Under  ideal  circumstances,  a  person's  overt  behavior  is  expected  to  be 
perfectly  determined  by  his  preceding  behavioral  intentions.  A  methodological 
problem  arises  regarding  the  identification  and  measurement  of  appropriate 
behavioral  intentions  under  suitable  conditions.  That  is,  although  it  is 
assumed  that  BI's  are  the  immediate  antecedents  of  overt  behavior,  the  size 
of  the  BI-B  correlation  will  be  contingent  upon  several  factors.  Clearly, 
the  more  abstract  the  intention,  or  the  longer  the  time  interval  between  the 
expression  of  the  intention  and  the  performance  of  the  behavior,  the  lower 
will  this  correlation  tend  to  be.  As  can  be  seen  from  Experiments  I  and  II, 
the  use  of  general  behavioral  intentions,  such  as  intentions  to  subordinate 
oneself,  are  so  far  removed  from  the  actual  behavior  of  complying  with  the 
specific  requests  of  one's  coworkers  that  these  intentions  bear  little 
relationship  to  actual  compliance  behavior.  Moreover,  even  sixscific  intention.*, 
need  not  correlate  highly  with  behavior  when  a  considerable  amount  of  tino 
has  intervened  between  the  statement  (or  measurement)  of  intent! or  and  the 
behavioral  act.  The  reason  for  this  is  not  simply  time  alone,  but  rather 


that  intervening  events  can  occur  that  serve  to  chv  *e  the  intentions.  If 
between  the  tine  an  individual  states  his  intention  and  the  time  when  he  is 
to  perform  the  act,  he  obtains  new  information  that  changes  either  his 
beliefs  about  the  consequences  of  performing  the  act  (i.e.,  changes  his 
attitude  toward  the  act)  or  his  beliefs  about  the  expectation*  of  others 
(i.e.,  his  nerrative  beliefs),  these  changes  v/ill  affect  his  intentions,  and 
thus  the  original  measure  of  intention  will  be  inappropriate  for  current 
behavioral  prediction.  Similarly,  if  the  kind  of  behavior  to  be  predicted 
is  not  a  single  discrete  act,  but  involves  continuous  repetitions  of  the  oct 
over  time  (i.e.,  if  we  are  not  trying  to  predict  behavior  on  a  single 
trial,  but  are  trying  to  predict  behavior  over  a  series  of  trials),  it 
should  be  clear  that  trial -by-trial  experience  on  the  task  may  lead  to 
changes  in  intentions.  Changes  of  this  nature  were  shown  to  have  taken  place 
in  the  present  experiments.  Certain  events  occurring  during  the  interaction 
on  the  task  influenced  intentions  to  communicate  as  well  as  intentions  to 
comply.  Further,  and  more  importantly,  while  the  consideration  of  these 
intervening  events  improved  behavioral  prediction  when  pre-test  measures  of 
intentions  were  considered,  they  did  not  improve  behavioral  prediction  when 
post-test  measures  of  intentions  were  considered  since  these  events  were 
already  reflected  in  the  post-test  intentions. 

Specifically,  in  Experiment  IH  pre-test  measures  of  intentions  to 
communicate  were  correlated  .690  with  communicative  behavior  while  post-test 
measures  were  correlated  .883.  Similarly,  while  pre-test  measures  of 
intentions  to  comply  were  only  correlated  .211  with  compliance  behavior, 
this  same  behavior  was  correlated  .502  with  the  post-test  measure  of 
intention  to  comply.  Although  this  post-test  correlation  is  still  relatively 
low,  it  must  bo  recalled  that  it  represents  a  relationship  between  a  behavior 


that  has  changed  considerably  over  20  trials  and  an  intention  that  is  most 
appropriate  for  a  single  21st  trial.  Although  it  can  be  argued  that  this 
same  problem  should  be  true  of  the  relationship  between  intentions  to 
communicate  and  the  actual  communicative  behavior,  it  should  bo  noted  that 
communicative  behavior  showed  less  change  over  the  20  trials  than  did 
compliance  behavior.  This  con  be  seen  in  the  correlations  between  the  first 
and  the  last  10  trials.  For  communicative  behavior,  this  correlation  (using 
difference  scores  between  the  two  meotoers)  was  .754.  For  the  number  of 
compliances,  the  same  correlation  was  .573.  The  differences  between  these 
two  coefficients  is  statistically  significant  (p  <.01).  Since  commjnicative 
behavior  tends  to  be  more  stable  than  compliance,  it  is  not  too  surprising  that 
it  is  more  easily  predicted  from  behavioral  intentions.  Of  more  importance, 
however,  is  the  degree  to  w!iich  the  consideration  of  intervening  events  improved 
the  BI-D  relationship.  Consistent  with  expectations,  the  consideration  of 
"perceived  reinforcement"  did  improve  prediction  of  ca-rmunicative  behavior 
when  pre-test  intentions  were  considered  (the  multiple  correlation  between 
BI,  reinforcement  and  B  was  .756  and  the  regression  coefficient  for 
reinforcement  was  .328,  p  K  .01) ,  but  not  when  post-test  intentions  were 
considered  (the  multiple  correlation  was  .885  and  the  regression  coefficient 
for  reinforcement  was  .076,  n.e.).  Similarly,  while  a  consideration  of 
"incompatibility"  did  significantly  improve  the  prediction  of  compliance 
when  pre-test  intentions  to  comply  were  considered  (the  multiple  correlation 
between  BI,  incompatibility  and  number  of  compliances  was  .464  and  the 
regression  coefficient  for  incompatibility  was  .431,  p  <.01)  it  did  not 
increase  behavioral  prediction  when  post-test  measures  of  intentions  to  comply 
were  used  (the  multiple  correlation  with  compliance  was  .513  and  the 
regression  coefficient  for  incompatibility  was  .122,  n.s.). 


Further,  it  can  also  ic  shown  that  changes  fron  pre-test  to  post-test 
In  intentions  to  rorrwnlcate  and  to  coeply  were  related  to  changes  In  the 
model’s  components,  i.e.,  In  A -act  or  tHB(Kc>t  and  that  these  changes  in 
the  model's  components  were  themselves  related  to  certain  Intervening  events. 
For  example,  charges  in  the  subject’s  intention  to  communicate  with  Member  2 
were  significantly  related  to  the  change  in  his  attitude  toward  the  act  of 
communicating  with  Pcnber  ?  (r  -  .301,  p  «.01)  and  to  the  change  in  his 
normative  beliefs  weighted  by  his  motivation  to  comply  (r  •  .349,  p  <.01). 
bXmther,  these  changes  in  the  model's  components  were  significantly  related 
to  the  subject's  perception  of  the  percent  of  reinforcement  he  received  fron 
Member  2  (the  correlation  between  change  in  A -act  and  reinforcement  •  .248, 
p  <.01  and  the  correlation  between  the  change  in  EHB(Mc)  and  reinforcement 
-  .241,  p  < .01).  Uinilar  data  can  be  presented  for  changes  in  intentions  to 
conply  and  incompatibility. 

Thus,  it  seems  clear  that  although  the  initial  81 -8  correlations  were 
not  ar  high  as  we  would  have  liked  (particularly  with  respect  to  compliance 
behaviors),  these  low  correlations  can  be  explained  and  appear  reasonable. 
Similarly,  as  was  mentioned  above,  although  the  post-test  BX-B  correlation 
with  respect  to  compliance  was  still  relatively  low,  here  too  the  correlation 
seemed  reasonable  in  terms  of  the  nature  of  the  behavior  being  predicted. 

To  return  to  our  main  point,  however,  it  should  be  clear  that  the  ability 
of  the  model  to  predict  overt  behavior  is  dependent*  upon  the  size  of  the 
M-B  relationship,  since  it  was  designed  only  for  the  prediction  of  behavioral 
intentions.  Thus,  we  would  expect  the  model  to  lead  to  fairly  good  predictions 
of  communicative  behavior  since  the  pre-test  DZ-D  correlation  was  .690.  It 
can  not,  however,  lead  to  highly  successful  prediction  of  compliance  since 
the  correl  tion  between  initial  intentions  end  compliance  was  only  .211. 


•owevcr,  if  post-test  measures  of  the  model's  components  ere  considered,  we 
would  expect  very  good  predictions  (or  postdictions)  of  cotmnlc&tive  behavior 
(r  for  BI-D  •  .383)  end  moderately  good  predictions  of  compliance  (e  •  .502). 
Consistent  with  these  expectations,  the  Multiple  correlation  between  the 
model's  components  and  actual  communicative  behavior  was  .619  when  pre-test 
reasures  were  used,  and  .774  for  the  poet-test  measures.  In  contrast,  It 
should  be  recalled  that  the  Multiple  correlation  between  traditional 
attitudinal  variables  (i.e.,  attitudes  toward  the  coworkers  and  beliefs  about 
their  expertise).'  and  cooaunicative  behavior  was  only  .031  when  pre-test 
me  asures  were  used,  and  was  only  .056  for  post-test  scores. 

Turning  to  compliance,  the  Multiple  correlation  was  .356  when  pre-test 
measures  were  used  and  .593  on  the  post-test.  Again,  these  results  should 
Le  contrasted  with  those  obtained  from  e  core  traditional  attitudinal 
approach.  The  Multiple  correlation  using  pre-test  measures  of  beliefs  about 
and  attitudes  toward  the  coworkers  was  .1  '2  while  post -test  measures  resulted 
in  a  Multiple  correlation  of  .285. 

In  conclusion,  it  would  appear  that  the  new  approach  suggested  in  this 
paper  may  provide  a  reasonable  explanation  for  the  of  ten -obtained  finding 
that  attitudes  do  not  correlate  very  highly  with  behaviors.  While  there  are 
still  many  problems  that  have  to  be  overcome  (e.g. ,  a  better  understanding 
of  the  £1-3  relationship;  a  better  definition  of  the  normative  component  of 
the  model,  etc.),  it  does  appear  that  the  model  can  lead  to  successful 
behavioral  prediction  where  other  more  traditional  approaches  have  failed. 

More  importantly,  however,  it  must  be  emphasised  that  although  this  new 
approach  seriously  questions  th»*  validity  of  the  assumption  of  any  kind  of 
systematic  relationship  between  traditional  attitudinal  variables  and  behavior, 


it  doc-  (1)  suggest  that  there  will  be  certain  situations  in  which  such  a 
relationship  will  be  found;  (2)  it  does  not  discount  the  importance  of 
attitudes  as  factors  influencing  behavi  >r.  That  is,  we  are  suggesting  that, 
in  a  sense,  the  second  explanation  of  why  attitudes  have  failed  to  predict 
behavior  (i .e. ,  because  the  attitudes  that  have  been  considered  were 
inappropriate)  is  indeed  correct.  Until  now,  most  research  has  focused  on 
measures  of  attitudes  toward  objects,  groups  or  institutions.  In  contrast, 
we  are  suggesting  that  the  appropriate  attitudes  to  consider  are  those 
xward  the  performance  of  specific  behaviors.  Further,  it  was  argued  that 
as  important  as  these  attitudes  toward  art  act  may  be,  they  are  not  the  only, 
or  always  the  most  important  factors  influencing  behavior.  More  specifically 
at  least  normative  beliefs  regarding  the  act  and  motivation  to  comply  with 
the  perceived  norms  will  have  to  be  considered  before  successful  behavioral 
prediction  is  possible. 


68 


References 

Ajzen,  I..  &  Fishbeln,  The  predictions  of  behavioral  Intentions  In  a 

choice  situation.  Journal  of  Experimental  Social  Psychology.  1969,  5^ 
400-416. 

Bales,  R.  F.  Task  roles  and  social  roles  In  problem  solving  rroups.  In 

E.  Maccoby,  T.  Newcomb,  6  E.  Hartley  (Eds.),  Readings  In  social  psychol¬ 
ogy,  New  York:  Holt,  1958. 

Brehm,  J.  W.,  &  Cohen,  A.  R.  Explorations  In  cognitive  dissonance,  'lew 
York:  Wiley,  1962. 

Campbell,  0.  T.,  &  Flske,  D.  V/.  Convergent  and  discriminant  validation  by 
the  multltralt-multlmethod  matrix.  Psychological  Bulletin,  1959,  56, 
81-105. 

Cohen,  A.  R.  Attltudlnal  consequences  of  Induced  discrepancies  between 

cognitions  and  behavior.  Public  Opinion  Quarterly.  1960,  24,  297-318. 

DeFleur,  M.  L.,  &  Westle,  F.  R.  Verbal  attitudes  and  overt  acts:  An 

experiment  on  the  salience  of  attitudes.  American  Sociological  Review. 
1958,  23,  667-673. 

Doob,  L.  W.  The  behavior  of  attitudes.  Psychological  Review.  1947,  54, 

135-156. 

Dulany,  D.  E.  Awareness,  rules,  and  propositional  control:  A  confrontation 
with  S-R  behavior  theory.  In  D.  Horton  and  T.  Dixon  (Eds.),  Verbal 
behavior  and  S-R  behavior  theory.  New  York  Prentice  Hall,  1967. 

Festlnger,  L.  A  theory  of  cognitive  dissonance.  Stanford:  Stanford  University 
Press,  1957. 

Festlnger,  L.  Behavioral  support  for  opinion  change.  Public  Opinion 
Quarterly.  1964,  24,  404-417. 

Fishbeln,  M.  An  Investigation  of  the  relationships  between  beliefs  about  an 
object  and  the  attitude  toward  that  object,  lumen  Relations.  1963,  16, 
233-240. 

Fishbeln,  M.  The  relationship  of  the  behsvloral  differential  to  other  atti¬ 
tude  Instruments.  Paper  presented  at  the  Annual  Meeting  of  the  American 
Psychological  Association.  American  Psychologist.  1964,  19,  540 
(Reference) . 


89 


t’ishbcln,  .  A  consideration  of  beliefs,  attitudes,  and  their  relationships. 

In  I.  Steiner  and  Fl<hbein  (Ms.),  Current  studies  in  social 
psychology .  :.‘ov»  York:  iiolt,  1965(a). 

Kishbein.  M.  The  prediction  of  Interpersonal  preferences  and  group  irember 
satisfaction  from  estimated  attitudes.  Journal  of  Personality  and 
Social  Psychology,  1965,  1  ,  663-667  (b) . 

Fisbbeln.  Attitude  and  the  prediction  of  behavior.  In  'I.  Fishbcin  (Ed.), 
"endings  in  attitude  theory  and  measurement .  New  York  V.'iley,  1967(a). 

rishbein,  *1.  A  behavior  theory  approach  to  the  relations  between  beliefs 
about  an  object  and  the  attitude  toward  that  object.  In  M.  Fishbcin 
(Ed.),  Headings  in  attitude  theory  and  measurement.  New  York:  Wiley, 
1967(b). 

Fishbcin,  M.  Voyage  into  darkness:  The  search  for  attitudinal-behavioral 

consistency.  Paper  presented  at  the  International  Congress  of  Psychology, 
London,  1969. 

Fishbcin,  M.,  &  Raven,  B.  II.  The  AB  scales .  An  operational  definition  of 
belief  and  attitude.  Hunan  Relations.  1962,  _1_5 ,  35-44. 

Ccrard,  H.  B.  Deviation,  conformity,  and  coins  1  tnen  t .  In  I.  Steiner  A  M. 

Fishbcin  (F.ds.),  Current  studies  in  social  psychology,  New  York:  Holt, 
1965. 

Mays,  W.  L.  Statistics  for  psychologists.  *lev  York:  Holt,  1963. 

Krcch,  D.,  Crutchfield,  P.  S.,  6  Rallaclicy,  E.  L.  Individual  in  society. 

New  York  :rcCrnw-Hl  1 1 ,  1962. 

F.jtner  B  Wilkins,  C.,  f  Yarrow,  P.  R.  Verbal  attitudes  and  overt  behavior 
involving  racial  prejudice.  Journal  of  Abnormal  and  Social  Psycholopy. 
P52,  47,  649-652. 

Lal’Iere ,  R.  T  Attitudes  vs.  action.  Social  Forces.  1934,  13,  239-251. 

linn,  L.  S.  Verbal  attitudes  and  overt  behavior:  A  study  of  racial  discrim¬ 
ination.  Social  Forces,  1965,  44,  353-364. 

"efuire,  K.  J.  The  nature  of  attitudes  and  attitude  change.  In  C.  Lindsay 
and  E.  Aronson  (Eds.),  The  handbook  of  social  psychology,  2nd  Ed., 

Reading:  Addison-Wesley ,  1969. 


so 


Raven,  B;  H.,  f.  Lachus,  11.  T.  Cooncratlon  and  conpctltlon  In  means- 

Independent  triads.  Journal  of  Abnormal  and  Social  Psychology.  1963, 

67,  307-316. 

Haven,  b.  II.  and  Shaw,  J.  I.  Interdependence  and  group  problem-solvlnp 
In  the  triad.  Journal  of  Personality  and  Social  Psycholopy,  1970, 

14,  157-165. 

Rosenberg,  ft.  J.  Cognitive  structure  and  nttltudlnal  affect.  Journal  of 
Abnormal  and  Social  Psycholopy.  1956,  53,  367-372. 

Rosenberg,  M.  J.  Inconsistency  arousal  and  reduction  In  attitude  change. 

In  I.  Steiner  and  M.  Hshbeln  (Hds.),  Current  studies  in  social 
psychology.  New  York:  Holt,  1965. 

Rosenberg,  M.  J.,  Hovland,  C.  I.,  HcCulrc,  W.  J.,  Abclson,  R.  P.,  6  Brc'.m, 

J.  W.  Attitude  organisation  and  change.  'Jew  Haver.,  Yale  University 
Preas,  1960. 

Saengcr,  G.,  &  Gilbert  E.  Consumer  reaction  to  the  integration  of  Uepro 
Personnel.  International  Journal  of  Opinion  and  Attitude  research, 

1950,  4,  57-76. 

Thurstone,  L.  L.  The  measurement  of  social  attitudes.  Journal  of  Abnormal 
and  Social  Psychology.  1931,  26,  249-269. 

Trlandls,  H.  C.  Exploratory  factor  analyses  of  the  behavioral  component  of 
social  attitudes.  Journal  of  Abnormal  end  Social  Psychology.  1964, 

68.  420-430. 

Trlandls,  H.  C.,  &  Davis,  E.  E.  Face  and  beliefs  as  determinants  of  behavioral 
Intentions.  Journal  of  Personality  and  Social  Psychology.  1965,  2f 
715-725. 

Trlandls,  II.  C.,  Flshbeln,  M..  Hall,  Ellle,  Shanrugsm,  A.  V. ,  h  Tanaka,  Y. 
Affect  and  behavioral  Intentions.  In  Modern  trends  In  psychology: 
papers  In  honor  of  Professor  Kuppusvamy.  Bombay:  Manaktaln  &  Sons,  1970. 

Wicker,  A.  V.  Attitudes  versus  action:  The  relationship  of  verbal  and  overt 
behavioral  responses  to  attitude  objocts.  Journal  of  ^oclol  Issues. 

1970,  25,  pp.  41-78. 

Zajonc,  R.  B.  Structure  of  the  cognitive  field.  Unpublished  doctoral  disser¬ 
tation,  University  of  Michigan,  Ann  Arbor,  1954. 


Footnotes 


91 


Iho  throe  experiments  reported  in  this  paper  were  partly  supported  toy 
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3the  assistance  of  Patricia  Maitland,  Sandra  McManus,  Linda  Schneider 
and  Carol  Stelznor  is  gratefully  acknowledged, 

^Separate  analyses  within  feedback  conditions  were  conputed,  and  as 
expected,  no  differences  between  conditions  were  obtained. 

5a  change  in  the  favorable  direction  was  scored  positively,  a  change  in 
the  unfavorable  direction  was  scored  negatively. 

^The  assistance  of  Sue  Grossman,  Ellen  O'Fhrrell,  Donna  Feddersen,  Sue 
Llebovlch,  Diane  Riman  and  Arlene  Shapiro  is  gratefully  acknowledged, 

7  In  case  the  naive  subject  refused  to  state  her  preference  for  either 
of  the  presidential  candidates,  the  "pleasant  role”  was  assumed  by  the 
Jo.  .son  supporter  and  the  "nasty”  character  was  assumed  toy  the  Coldwater 
girl,  (This  was  done  since  previous  estimates  indicated  there  were  more 
students  on  campus  favorably  inclined  to  Johnson  than  to  Coldwater,) 

b 

A  factor  analysis  of  the  eleven  scales  had  been  performed t  and,  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  findings  of  Experiment  I,  two  factors  were  identified— 
(l)  "Social  Acceptance"  and  (2)  "Subordination,"  The  correlation  between 
the  two  factor  scores  was  ,70  for  the  PC  and  ,64  for  the  NC.  In  view  of 
the  high  correlations,  and  consistent  with  Fishbein's  contention  (1965a) 
that  a  large  number  of  an  individual's  behavioral  Intentions  provide  a 
good  estimate  of  hlo  attitude,  it  was  decided  to  use  the  total  of  the 
oleven  scales  in  the  analyses, 

^Separate  correlations  were  conputed  within  each  reinforcement  condition, 
and  no  significant  differences  between  conditions  were  obtained.  Thus, 
for  case  of  presentation,  the  data  was  pooled, 

*®Sco  Footnote  5, 

11  It  could  bo  argued  that  this  finding  provides  additional  support  for  a 
cognitive  bolstering  effect. 
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^The  %  of  tines  a  subject  complied  with  the  inctructioncsof  his  coworkers 

M\o;;  the  Mjjg 4  tines  ?u^ect,q^l,led  )  ^  ^  consldcroJ 
'  *  number  of  messages  he  received 

since,  In  contrast  to  our  previous  studies,  the  communicative  behavior 
of  the  subject's  coworkers  was  not  controlled,  and  thus,  different  sub¬ 
jects  could  have  recoived  different  numbers  of  instructions  from  each 
coworker.  That  13,  in  Experiments  I  and  II,  it  was  only  necessary  to 
consider  the  number  of  tines  a  subject  complied  since  number  and  percent 
were  perfectly  correlated.  Although  in  the  present  study  these  two 
measures  cculd  vary  3cnewhat  independently,  they  were  feund  to  be  highly 
correlated  (r"«719,  P  <*01  and  similar  results  were  obtained  with 

both  variables.  Consistent  with  Experiments  I  and  II,  only  the  results 
obtained  with  number  of  compliances  will  be  reported. 


^Similar  results  have  been  reported  by  Raven  and  Shaw  (1970), 

k*In  contrast  to  these  findings,  the  changes  in  the  attltudinal  ratings 
of  tho  coworkers  in  Experiments  I  and  II  were  in  opposite  directions 
(i,e,f  subjects  became  mare  favorable  to  one  coworker  and  less  favorable 
to  the  other).  This  may  be  attributed  to  the  use  of  confederates  with 
different  initial  attltudinal  ratings  in  the  first  two  studies  and 
naive,  equally  valued  group  members  in  the  third,. 
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13.  ABSTRACT 


Three  experiments  attempting  to  predict  overt  behavior  from  attitudinal 
variables  are  described.  In  th?  first  tvo  experiments  an  attempt  was  made  to 
predict  an  individual's  communicative  and  compliance  behaviors  toward  his 
croup  members  from  knowledge  of  (a)  his  attitudes  toward  (l.e.,  affect  for) 
the  group  members,  (b)  his  beliefs  about  their  expertness  on  the  group  task; 
and  (c)  his  general  behavioral  intentions  toward  them  (i.c.,  intentions  to 
subordinate  oneself,  intentions  to  show  social  acceptance).  No  consistent, 
and  very  few  significant  relations  between  these  attitudinal  variables  and 
behaviors  were  obtained.  Further,  three  often  proposed  explanations  for 
this  lack  of  relationship  (i.e.,  the  attitude  measure  is  incomplete,  the 
attitude  measure  is  Inappropriate;  the  attitude-behavior  relationship  is 
moderated  by  reinforcement)  were  also  not  supported.  Thus,  the  conclusion 
was  readied  that  traditional  attitudinal  approaches  are  ineffective  in 
predicting  overt  behavior.  In  the  third  study,  an  alternative  approach, 
based  on  a  newly  developed  theory  of  behavioral  intention  nnd  hehaiior  was 
attempted.  Consistent  with  the  theory,  an  individual's  specific  intentions 
to  communicate  or  comply  with  the  other  group  members  were  predicted  with 
high  accuracy  from  (a)  the  individual's  attitudes  toward  performing  these 
behaviors  (l.e.,  communicating  and  complying)  and  (b)  his  beliefs  about 
the  norms  governing  these  behaviors,  weighted  by  bis  rotivation  to  comply 
with  the  norms.  Overt  behaviors  on  the  task  were  significantly  related  to 
the  specific  Intentions,  end  thus,  the  theory  led  to  the  significant  pre¬ 
diction  of  overt  behaviors.  Thu  degree  of  predictability  was  determined 
by  the  strength  of  the  relationship  between  intentions  and  behavior,  and 
this  latter  relationship  was  Itself  shown  to  be  contingent  upon  the 
occurrence  of  events  that  took  place  between  the  measurement  of  intentions 
and  the  obse  vatlon  of  behavior. 
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